United  States  Government  Accountability  Office 

GAO 

Report  to  Congressional  Committees 

February  2016 

MILITARY  BASE 
REALIGNMENTS 

AND  CLOSURES 

More  Guidance  and 
Information  Needed  to 
Take  Advantage  of 
Opportunities  to 
Consolidate  Training 

GAO-1 6-45 


February  2016 


Gm 

Highlights 

Highlights  of  GAO-16-45,  a  report  to 
congressional  committees 


MILITARY  BASE  REALIGNMENTS  AND 
CLOSURES 

More  Guidanceand  Information  Needed  to  T ake 
Advantage  of  Opportunities  to  Consolidate  Training 


Why  GAO  Did  This  Study 

The  2005  BRAC  round  was  the  fifth 
round  of  base  closures  and 
realignments  undertaken  by  DOD 
since  1988,  and  it  was  the  largest, 
most  complex,  and  costliest.  DOD  has 
relied  on  the  BRAC  process  to  reduce 
excess  infrastructure  and  realign  bases 
to  meet  changing  force  structure 
needs.  According  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  BRAC  2005  provided 
opportunities  to  foster  jointness  among 
the  military  services.  House  Report 
113-446  included  a  provision  for  GAO 
to  review  the  status  of  BRAC  2005 
recommendations  to  reduce 
infrastructure  and  promote 
opportunities  for  jointness.  This  report 
evaluates  the  extent  to  which  DOD  has 
(1 )  implemented  the  recommendations 
requiring  the  services  to  relocate  select 
training  functions  to  increase 
opportunities  for  jointness  and  (2) 
determined  if  implementing  these 
recommendations  has  achieved  cost 
savings.  GAO  reviewed  guidance, 
course  listings,  and  cost  data; 
interviewed  DOD  and  service  officials. 

What  GAO  Recommends 

To  help  improve  the  implementation  of 
jointness-focused  recommendations  in 
any  future  BRAC  rounds,  GAO 
recommends  that  DOD  provide 
additional  guidance  for  consolidating 
training  and  reporting  BRAC  costs  and 
require  the  development  of  baseline 
cost  data.  DOD  partially  concurred  with 
the  recommendation  to  clarify 
guidance  for  reporting  BRAC  costs  but 
did  not  concur  with  the  other 
recommendations,  stating  that  GAO 
misunderstood  its  approach  to  joint 
training.  GAO  believes  its  findings  and 
recommendations  are  valid  and 
addresses  these  points  in  the  report. 

View  GAO-16-45.  For  more  information, 
contact  Brian  J.  Lepore  at  (202)  512-4523  or 

leporeb@gao.gov 


What  GAO  Found 

For  each  of  the  six  recommendations  GAO  reviewed  from  the  2005  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC)  round,  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD) 
implemented  the  recommendations  by  requiring  military  services  to  relocate 
select  training  functions;  however,  GAO  found  that  two  of  the  six  training 
functions  reviewed  were  able  to  take  advantage  of  the  opportunity  provided  by 
BRAC  to  consolidate  training  so  that  services  could  train  jointly.  In  implementing 
the  remaining  four  BRAC  recommendations,  DOD  relocated  similar  training 
functions  run  by  separate  military  services  into  one  location,  but  the  services  did 
not  consolidate  training  functions.  For  example,  they  do  not  regularly  coordinate 
or  share  information  on  their  training  goals  and  curriculums.  DOD’s  justification 
for  numerous  2005  BRAC  recommendations  included  the  assumption  that 
realigning  military  department  activities  to  one  location  would  enhance 
jointness — defined  by  DOD  as  activities,  operations,  or  organizations  in  which 
elements  of  two  or  more  military  departments  participate.  For  these  four  training 
functions,  DOD  missed  the  opportunity  to  consolidate  training  to  increase 
jointness,  because  it  provided  guidance  to  move  personnel  or  construct  buildings 
but  not  to  measure  progress  toward  consolidated  training.  Without  additional 
guidance  for  consolidating  training,  the  services  will  not  be  positioned  to  take 
advantage  of  such  an  opportunity  in  these  types  of  recommendations  as 
proposed  by  DOD  and  will  face  challenges  encouraging  joint  training  activities 
and  collaboration  across  services. 

DOD  cannot  determine  if  implementing  the  2005  BRAC  joint  training 
recommendations  that  GAO  reviewed  has  resulted  in  savings  in  operating  costs. 
For  three  of  the  recommendations  in  this  review,  the  services  did  not  develop 
baseline  operating  costs  before  implementing  the  BRAC  recommendations, 
which  would  have  enabled  it  to  determine  whether  savings  were  achieved. 
Without  developing  baseline  cost  data,  DOD  will  be  unable  to  estimate  any  cost 
savings  resulting  from  similar  recommendations  in  any  future  BRAC  rounds. 
Further,  costs  reported  to  DOD  by  the  training  functions  business  plan  managers 
for  implementation  of  two  of  the  six  recommendations  in  this  review  likely  did  not 
include  all  BRAC-related  costs  funded  from  outside  the  BRAC  account.  A  DOD 
memo  requires  BRAC  business  plan  managers  to  submit  all  BRAC-related 
expenditures,  including  those  funded  from  both  inside  and  outside  of  the  BRAC 
account.  GAO  identified  at  least  $110  million  in  implementation  costs  that  likely 
should  have  been  reported  to  DOD  in  accordance  with  the  memo  but  were  not; 
therefore  the  $35.1  billion  total  cost  reported  for  BRAC  2005  is  likely  somewhat 
understated.  A  DOD  official  stated  that  it  was  up  to  the  military  departments  to 
ensure  that  all  BRAC  implementation  costs  were  accounted  for  and  that  the 
military  departments  had  the  flexibility  to  determine  which  costs  were  associated 
with  the  BRAC  recommendation  and  which  were  attributed  to  other  actions.  GAO 
found  that  this  flexibility  in  determining  which  costs  were  to  be  reported  as  BRAC 
costs  led  to  inconsistencies  in  what  kinds  of  projects  had  their  costs  counted  as 
BRAC  implementation  costs.  By  clarifying  in  guidance  what  is  to  be  included  as 
a  BRAC  implementation  cost,  DOD  can  help  ensure  that  it  has  an  accurate 
accounting  of  the  final  costs  for  any  future  BRAC  implementation  and  that  DOD 
and  Congress  are  able  to  determine  how  much  money  is  spent  on  any  future 
BRAC  rounds. 


United  States  Government  Accountability  Office 


DRAFT 


Contents 

Letter 

1 

Background 

DOD  Implemented  BRAC2005  Recommendations  to  Relocate 

7 

Selected  Training  Functions  but  Missed  Some  Opportunities  to 
Consolidate  Training  to  Increase  Jointness 

9 

DOD  Cannot  Determine  Cost  Savings  from  Implementing  BRAC 

2005  Joint  Training  Recommendations,  and  It  Likely  Did  Not 
Report  All  Implementation  Costs 

16 

Conclusions 

26 

Recommendations  for  Executive  Action 

27 

Agency  Comments  and  Our  Evaluation 

28 

Appendix  1 

List  of  Prior  GAO  Reviews  Related  to  BRAC  2005,  Related 
Recommendations,  and  DOD  Actions  to  Date 

34 

Appendix  II 

Text  of  BRAC  Recommendations  Included  in  Our  Review 

63 

Appendix  III 

Comments  from  the  Department  of  Defense 

69 

Appendix  IV 

GAO  Contact  and  Staff  Acknowledgments 

73 

Related  GAO  Products 

74 

Tables 

Table  1:  BRAC  2005  Recommendations  Included  in  Our  Review 

4 

Table  2:  BRAC  Actions  for  All  BRAC  Rounds 

Table  3:  Summary  of  BRAC  2005  Recommendations  Requiring 

8 

Military  Services  to  Relocate  Select  Training  Functions  to 
Consolidate  Training  to  Increase  Jointness 

12 

Page  i 


GAO-16-45  Military  Base  Realignments  and  Closures 


Figure 


Figure  1:  Movements  Associated  with  BRAC  Recommendations  in 

Our  Review  10 


Abbreviations 
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Army  Stationing  Installation  Plan 

BRAC 
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February  18,  2016 
Congressional  Committees 

The  2005  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC)  round1  was  the  fifth 
round  of  base  closures  and  realignments  undertaken  by  the  Department 
of  Defense  (DOD)  since  1988,  and  it  was  the  largest,  most  complex,  and 
costliest  BRAC  round  of  the  five.  DOD  has  relied  on  the  BRAC  process 
as  a  means  of  reducing  excess  infrastructure  and  realigning  bases  to 
meet  changing  force  structure  needs.  However,  in  2005,  in  a  letter  to  the 
chairman  of  the  BRAC  Commission,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  noted  that 
the  decade  since  the  previous  BRAC  round  had  been  a  period  of 
dramatic  change  involving  new  challenges  posed  by  international 
terrorism,  the  proliferation  of  weapons  of  mass  destruction,  ungoverned 
areas,  rogue  states,  and  nonstate  actors.  The  Secretary  saw  BRAC  2005 
as  different  from  previous  BRAC  rounds,  which  focused  on  reducing 
excess  infrastructure.  The  Secretary  saw  it  as  a  unique  opportunity  to 
adjust  U.S.  base  structure  to  meet  these  new  challenges  and  to  be 
positioned  to  meet  further  challenges  anticipated  during  the  next  two 
decades,  such  as  where  to  locate  forces  returning  to  the  United  States 
from  overseas  bases.  Therefore,  in  addition  to  reducing  excess 
infrastructure  and  producing  savings,  BRAC  2005  provided  opportunities 
for  furthering  transformation  and  fostering  jointness.2 

In  contrast  to  recommendations  from  prior  rounds,  many  of  the 
recommendations  that  came  out  of  the  BRAC  2005  round  were  aimed  at 
creating  opportunities  to  develop  jointness,  such  as  expanding  and 
establishing  joint  military  medical  centers,  creating  joint  bases,  pursuing 
opportunities  to  promote  joint  training,  and  consolidating  all  of  the  military 


Congress  authorized  BRAC  2005  with  the  passage  ofthe  National  Defense  Authorization 
Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2002,  Pub.  L.  No.  107-1 07,  Title  XXX  (2001 ).  The  law  reauthorized  the 
BRAC  process  by  amending  the  authority  under  which  the  1991 , 1993,  and  1995  rounds 
had  been  carried  out,  the  Defense  Base  Closure  and  RealignmentAct  of  1990,  Pub.  L. 

No.  1 01 -510,  Title  XXIX  (10  U.S.C.  2687  note). 

According  to  DOD,  “joint”  connotes  activities, operations, organizations,  etc.,  in  which 
elements  of  two  or  more  military  departments  participate.  There  are  three  m  ilitary 
departments:  the  Departmentofthe  Army,  the  Departmentofthe  Ar  Force,  and  the 
Departmentofthe  Navy — which  includes  the  Marine  Corps. 
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services’  medical  training  for  enlisted  personnel  at  one  installation.  BRAC 
2005  included  several  recommendations  that  created  new  joint  training 
centers  of  excellence  and  realigned  training  functions  to,  among  other 
things,  provide  opportunities  to  enhance  jointness.3  According  to  DOD’s 
justification  for  several  of  the  joint  training-related  recommendations 
contained  in  the  2005  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment 
Commission  Report,  one  part  of  the  purpose  for  those  recommendations 
was  to  provide  a  “train  as  we  fight:  jointly”  perspective  to  training. 

Since  2005,  we  have  issued  over  30  reports  and  testimonies  on  BRAC 
2005  planning,  implementation,  costs,  and  savings;  this  work  highlights 
information  DOD  can  use  to  improve  the  process  for  developing  and 
implementing  BRAC  recommendations.  For  example,  in  our  March  2013 
report  on  lessons  learned  from  the  BRAC  2005  round,  we  found  that 
DOD’s  process  for  providing  the  BRAC  Commission  with  cost  and 
savings  estimates  was  hindered  by  underestimating  recommendation- 
specific  requirements  and  that  DOD  did  not  fully  anticipate  information 
technology  requirements  for  many  of  the  recommendations.4  Our  report 
made  several  recommendations  designed  to  improve  any  future  BRAC 
rounds  and  also  suggested  legislative  changes  that  Congress  should 
consider  to  enhance  its  oversight  of  any  future  BRAC  rounds.  DOD 
concurred  with  three  and  partially  concurred  with  two  out  of  the  10 
recommendations  in  this  report  but  has  not  taken  any  actions  because, 
according  to  DOD  officials,  these  recommendations  can  only  be 
implemented  if  another  round  of  BRAC  is  conducted.  The  Related  GAO 
Products  page  at  the  end  of  this  report  provides  a  list  of  our  BRAC  reports 
and  testimonies.  In  addition,  see  appendix  I  for  findings, 
recommendations,  and  DOD’s  response  and  actions  from  selected 
BRAC-related  reports. 

House  Report  113-446,  which  accompanied  a  proposed  bill  for  the 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2015,  included  a 
provision  for  us  to  review  the  status  of  DOD’s  actions  to  implement  the 
BRAC  2005  recommendations  that  were  designed  to  reduce 
infrastructure  and  promote  opportunities  for  jointness.  This  report 


3  DOD  used  the  term  “center  of  excellence”  to  refer  to  several  recommendations  that 
called  for  consolidating  training  functions  across  and  within  services. 

4  GAO,  Military  Bases:  Opportunities  Exist  to  Improve  Future  Base  Realignmentand 
Closure  Rounds,  GAO-13-149  (Washington,  D.C.:  Mar.  7,  2013). 
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evaluates  the  extent  to  which  DOD  has  (1)  implemented  the  BRAC  2005 
recommendations  requiring  the  military  services  to  relocate  select  training 
functions  to  increase  opportunities  for  joint  training  and  (2)  determined  if 
implementing  these  BRAC  2005  recommendations  has  achieved  cost 
savings. 

To  address  these  objectives,  we  first  identified  the  BRAC  2005 
recommendations  that  were  designed  to  reduce  infrastructure  and 
promote  opportunities  for  jointness.  Based  on  communication  with  your 
staff  and  language  in  the  report  provision  that  referred  to  joint  centers  of 
excellence  and  joint  training  activities,  we  focused  our  review  on  joint 
training  functions  created  by  BRAC  2005.  We  reviewed  all  198 
recommendations  in  the  2005  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment 
Commission  Report  and  identified  13  recommendations  that  were 
designed  to  (1)  merge  or  consolidate  a  training  function  to  make  it  more 
joint,  (2)  reduce  infrastructure,  and  (3)  focus  on  training  or  developing 
centers  of  excellence.  From  those  13  recommendations  focused  on 
training  or  on  developing  centers  of  excellence,  we  identified  and  selected 
six  for  this  review  that  were  directed  at  multiple  services  and  called  for 
consolidating  infrastructure  at  one  location.  Specifically,  we  identified  five 
recommendations  that  met  all  of  our  criteria:5  (1)  Joint  Center  for 
Consolidated  Transportation  Management  Training,  (2)  Joint  Center  of 
Excellence  for  Culinary  Training,  (3)  Joint  Center  of  Excellence  for 
Religious  Training  and  Education,  (4)  Joint  Strike  Fighter  Initial  Joint 
Training  Site,  and  (5)  Undergraduate  Pilot  and  Navigator  Training.6  In 
addition,  we  chose  to  review  the  recommendation  related  to  Ft.  Bragg, 
North  Carolina,  because  one  part  of  this  recommendation  was  to  move 


5We  also  identified  the  recommendation  thatcreated  the  San  Antonio  Regional  Medical 
Center,  Texas,  (recommendation  #172)  but  excluded  it  from  this  review  because  we  have 
issued  reports  recentlycovering  this  recommendation.  See  GAO,  Defense  Health  Care 
Reform:  Actions  Needed  to  Help  Realize  Potential  Cost  Savings  from  Medical  Education 
and  Training,  GAO-14-630  (Washington,  D.C.:  July  31 , 2014)and  GAO,  Defense  Health 
Care:  Applying  Key  Management  Practices  Should  Help  Achieve  Efficiencies  within  the 
Military  Health  System,  GAO-1 2-224  (Washington,  D.C.:  Apr.  12,  2012.  We  also  identified 
recommendation  #197,  PostGraduate  Education,  but  excluded  this  recommendation 
because  itwas  never  implemented. 

®For  recommendation  #128,  Undergraduate  Pilotand  NavigatorTraining,  we  reviewed  the 
portion  of  the  recommendation  that  realigned  Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  Texas  by 
relocating  undergraduate  navigatortraining  to  Naval  Air  Station  Pensacola,  Florida 
because  this  part  of  the  recommendation  sought  to  create  joint  training  between  the  Air 
Force  and  the  Navy.  The  other  part  of  the  recommendation,  focused  on  pilot  training 
within  the  Air  Force  only. 
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the  Army’s  7th  Special  Forces  Group  to  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Florida,  to 
support  joint  training  with  the  Air  Force  Special  Operations  unit  located 
there.7  We  visited  the  locations  of  all  six  training  functions,  interviewed 
officials,  and  collected  relevant  data  and  information.  Appendix  II  contains 
the  text  of  the  BRAC  recommendations  we  reviewed,  and  table  1  shows 
the  recommendations  that  we  reviewed,  the  location  of  the  new  training 
function,  and  the  services  involved. 


Table  1:  BRAC  2005  Recommendations  Included  in  Our  Review 


Recommendation  (recommendation 
number) 

Description  of  recommendation 

Location  of 
new  training 
function 

Services 

included 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolinaa(#4) 

Realign  Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina,  by  relocating  the  7th 
Special  Forces  Group  to  Eglin  AFB,  Florida,  and  by 
activating  the  4th  Brigade CombatTeam, 82nd  Airborne 
Division  and  relocating  European-based  forces  to  Fort 
Bragg,  North  Carolina. 

Eglin  Air  Force 
Base,  Florida 

Army,  Air 

Force 

Joint  Centerfor  Consolidated 
Transportation  ManagementTraining 
(#122) 

Realign  Lackland  AirForce  Base,  Texas,  by  relocating 
the  Transportation  ManagementSchoolto  Fort  Lee, 
Virginia. 

Fort  Lee, 

Virginia 

Army,  Air 

Force 

Joint  Centerof  Excellence  for  Culinary 
Training  (#123) 

Realign  Lackland  AirForce  Base,  Texas  by  relocating  Fort  Lee, 

CulinaryTraining  to  Fort  Lee,  Virginia,  establishing  itas  a  Virginia 

Joint  Centerof  Excellence  for  CulinaryTraining. 

Army,  Air 
Force,  Navy, 
Marine  Corps 

Joint  Centerof  Excellence  for  Religious 
Training  &  Education  (#124) 

Realign  Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama;  Naval  Air 
Station  Meridian,  Mississippi;and  Naval  Station  Newport, 
Rhode  Island,  by  relocating  religious  training  and 
education  to  Fort  Jackson,  South  Carolina,  establishing  a 
Joint  Centerof  Excellence  for  religious  training  and 
education. 

Fort  Jackson, 
South  Carolina 

Army,  Air 
Force,  Navy 

Joint  Strike  Fighter  Initial  JointTraining 
Site  (#125) 

Realign  various  m  ilitary i nstallations  to  stand  up  the  Joint 
Strike  Fighter  Initial  JointTraining  Site  at  Eglin  Air  Force 
Base,  Florida. 

Eglin  Air  Force 
Base,  Florida 

Air  Force, 

Navy,  Marine 
Corpsb 

Undergraduate  Pilotand  Navigator 
Training  (#128) 

Realign  Randolph  AirForce  Base, Texas,  by  relocating 
Undergraduate  NavigatorTraining  to  Naval  Air  Station 
Pensacola,  Florida. 

Naval  Air 
Pensacola 
Station,  Florida 

Air  Force, 

Navy 

Source:  GAO  analysis  of  DOD  information  |  GAO- 16-45 

Notes: 


aThis  recommendation  included  multiple  actions.  For  this  review,  weevaluated  only  the  relocation  of 
the  7th  Special  Forces  Group  to  Eglin  Air  Force  Base. 


7The  recommendation  to  move  the  7th  Special  Forces  Group  to  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  was 
included  in  Recommendation  #4,  Fort.  Bragg,  North  Carolina,  which  also  activated  the  4th 
Brigade  CombatTeam,82d  Airborne  Division  and  relocated  European-based  forces  to 
Fort  Bragg. 
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bAlthough  the  Marine  Corps  w  as  included  in  the  BRAC  2005  recommendation,  and  originally 
conducted  training  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  it  has  recently  moved  its  training  to  Marine  Corps  Air 
Station  Beaufort,  South  Carolina  due  to  environmental  constraints  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base.  Some 
Marines  w  ill  continue  to  train  w  ith  the  Navy  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  on  the  Navy  variant  of  the  Joint 
Strike  Fighter. 

cThis  recommendation  included  multiple  actions.  For  this  review,  we  evaluated  the  Undergraduate 
Navigator  Training  only. 


To  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  DOD  has  implemented  the  BRAC  2005 
recommendations  requiring  the  military  services  to  relocate  select  training 
functions  to  increase  opportunities  for  joint  training,  we  reviewed  the  2005 
Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commission  Report  and 
implementing  guidance  for  each  recommendation.  We  compared  this 
guidance  to  leading  practices  we  developed  in  our  prior  work  on 
consolidations.8  We  also  reviewed  documentary  evidence,  such  as 
course  listings,  and  interviewed  DOD,  service,  and  installation  officials 
responsible  for  the  implementation  and  oversight  of  these  BRAC 
recommendations  to  gain  a  better  understanding  of  the  process  used  to 
implement  each  recommendation  and  to  determine  the  extent  to  which 
each  training  function  created  by  the  BRAC  recommendation  was  able  to 
take  advantage  of  the  opportunities  provided  by  the  BRAC 
recommendation  to  develop  more  consolidated  training. 

To  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  DOD  has  determined  whether 
implementing  these  BRAC  recommendations  has  achieved  cost  savings, 
we  spoke  with  relevant  program  and  budget  officials  with  knowledge  of 
program  budgets.  We  attempted  to  gather  data  on  operating  costs  of 
these  six  training  functions  from  before  and  after  BRAC  implementation; 
however,  we  found  that  these  data  were  not  consistently  available,  as 
discussed  in  the  report.  We  assessed  practices  reported  by  these  officials 


8See  GAO,  Streamlining  Government:  Questions  to  ConsiderWhen  Evaluating  Proposals 
to  Consolidate  Physical  Infrastructure  and  Management  Functions,  GAO- 1 2-542 
(Washington,  D.C.:  May  23,  2012).  This  report  identifies  key  questions  that  agencies 
should  considerwhen  evaluating  whetherto  consolidate  physical  infrastructure  and 
managementfunctions  and  presents  keypractices  that  can  help  these  consolidations.  To 
identify  these  key  questions  and  practices,  we  identified  and  reviewed  relevant  literature 
on  public  sector  consolidations  produced  by  academic  institutions,  professional 
associations,  think  tanks,  news  outlets,  and  various  other  organizations.  This  report 
includes  leading  practices  such  as  agreeing  on  specific  goals,  basing  consolidations  on 
clearly  presented  business-case  analysis,  and  identifying  relevant  stakeholders. 
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against  practices  identified  in  our  prior  work  on  cost  baselines. 9  Any 
operating  costs  presented  in  this  report  are  estimates  included  to  illustrate 
possible  cost  changes  or  to  highlight  inconsistencies  in  the  data.  In 
addition,  we  gathered  data  from  the  services  on  the  costs  of  implementing 
these  six  BRAC  recommendations  and  compared  it  to  the  data  the 
services  provided  to  DOD  in  2012.  We  examined  the  data  in  light  of 
DOD’s  August  2010  memo  requiring  BRAC  business  plan  managers  to 
submit  all  BRAC-related  expenditures,  including  those  funded  from  both 
inside  and  outside  of  the  BRAC  account.10  We  discussed  with  relevant 
service  officials  differences  in  and  the  oversight  of  the  available  data. 
Specifically,  we  discussed  the  reasons  for  the  differences  and  which 
costs  were  in  fact  implementation  costs.  We  discuss  the  limitations  of  the 
data  in  this  report. 

We  conducted  this  performance  audit  from  September  2014  to  February 
2016  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  government  auditing 
standards.  Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to 
obtain  sufficient,  appropriate  evidence  to  provide  a  reasonable  basis  for 
our  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives.  We  believe 
that  the  evidence  obtained  provides  a  reasonable  basis  for  our  findings 
and  conclusions  based  on  our  audit  objectives. 


9See  GAO,  Defense  Health  Care  Reform :  Actions  Needed  to  Help  Realize  Potential  Cost 
Savingsfrom  Medical  Education  and  Training,  GAO-14-630  (Washington,  D.C.:  July  31 , 
2014);  GPRA  Performance  Reports,  GAO/GGD-96-66R  (Washington,  D.C.:  Feb.  14, 

1 996);  and  Agency  Performance  Plans:  Exam  pies  of  Practices  that  Can  Improve 
Usefulnessto  Decisionmakers,  GAO/GGD/AIMD-99-69  (Washington,  D.C.:  Feb.  26, 
1999).  In  these  reports,  we  highlighted  key  practices  that  enhance  the  usefulness  of 
performance  reports  from  agencies  under  the  Government  Performance  and  Results  Act 
of  1 993,  Pub.  L.  No.  1 03-62  (1 993). 

10  Office  ofthe  Undersecretary  of  Defense,  Acquisition, Technology, and  Logistics,  Base 
Realignmentand  Closure  (BRAC)  2005  Final  Business  Plans  and  Other  Reporting 
Requirements,  Aug.  5,  2010. 
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Background 


The  BRAC  2005  Commission  Report  contains  198  recommendations 
approved  by  the  BRAC  Commission11  for  closing  or  realigning  DOD 
installations.  The  text  of  each  recommendation  contains  several  sections 
with  important  contextual  information: 

•  Cost  and  Savings  Information 

•  Secretary  of  Defense  Recommendation 

•  Secretary  of  Defense  Justification 

•  Community  Concerns 

•  Commission  Findings 

•  Commission  Recommendations 

By  law,  DOD  must  implement  the  actions  recommended  by  the 
Commission  unless  the  President  terminates  the  process,  or  Congress 
enacts  a  resolution  of  disapproval. 

BRAC  2005  differed  from  prior  rounds  in  three  significant  ways — the 
circumstances  under  which  it  took  place,  its  scale,  and  its  scope.  Unlike 
prior  BRAC  rounds,  which  were  implemented  during  times  of  declining 
defense  budgets  and  in  which  the  focus  was  on  eliminating  excess 
capacity  and  realizing  cost  savings,  BRAC  2005  was  conducted  in  a 
global  security  environment  characterized  by  increasing  defense  budgets 
and  increasing  military  end  strengths  after  the  events  of  September  1 1 , 
2001  and  was  conducted  concurrently  with  overseas  contingency 
operations  in  Afghanistan  and  Iraq.12  At  the  same  time,  DOD  was 


^The  BRAC  statute  establishes  an  independent  com  mission  to  review  the  Secretary  of 
Defense’s  realignment  and  closure  recommendations,  with  the  authority  to  change  these 
recommendations  in  certain  circumstances  ifitdeterminesthatthe  Secretary  deviated 
substantiallyfrom  the  selection  criteria  and  a  DOD  force  structure  plan.  The  2005  Defense 
Base  Closure  and  RealignmentCommission  presented  its  listoffinal  recommendations  to 
the  President,  who  approved  them  in  their  entirety.  The  Presidentsubsequentlyforwarded 
these  BRAC  recommendations  to  Congress,  and  they  became  effective  on  November?), 
2005. 

12Operation  Enduring  Freedom  began  in  October2001  and  Operation  Iraqi  Freedom 
began  in  March  2003. 
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engaged  in  an  initiative  to  relocate  thousands  of  personnel  from  overseas 
to  the  continental  United  States. 

The  scale  of  BRAC  2005  was  much  larger  than  the  scales  of  the  prior  four 
rounds.  BRAC  2005  generated  more  than  twice  the  number  of  BRAC 
actions  as  all  prior  BRAC  rounds  combined.  Table  2  compares  the 
number  of  individual  actions  embedded  in  the  BRAC  2005 
recommendations  with  the  number  of  individual  actions  needed  to 
implement  the  recommendations  in  the  prior  rounds  and  shows  that  the 
number  of  individual  BRAC  actions  was  larger  in  BRAC  2005  (813)  than 
in  the  four  prior  BRAC  rounds  combined  (387). 


Table  2:  BRAC  Actions  for  All  BRAC  Rounds 

Round 

Major  base 
closures 

Major 

realignments 

Minor  closures 
and  realignments 

Total  actions 

1988 

16 

4 

23 

43 

1991 

26 

17 

32 

75 

1993 

28 

12 

123 

163 

1995 

27 

22 

57 

106 

Total  for  four  prior  rounds 

97 

55 

235 

387 

2005 

24 

24 

765 

813 

Source:  GAO  analysis  of  DOD  data|  GAO- 16-45 


Note:  For  BRAC  2005,  DOD  defined  major  base  closures  as  closures  of  bases  that  had  a  plant 
replacement  value  exceeding  $100  million  and  defined  major  base  realignments  as  those  in  which  a 
base  had  a  net  loss  of  400  or  more  military  and  civilian  personnel.  In  the  absence  of  a  consistent 
definition,  w  e  relied  on  DOD's  characterization  of  which  bases  it  considered  to  be  major. 


The  scope  of  BRAC  2005  was  broader  than  the  scope  of  prior  BRAC 
rounds.  In  addition  to  the  traditional  emphasis  on  eliminating  unneeded 
infrastructure  to  achieve  savings,  DOD’s  goals  for  the  2005  BRAC  round 
included  transforming  the  military  by  correlating  base  infrastructure  to  the 
force  structure  and  enhancing  joint  capabilities  by  improving  joint 
utilization  to  meet  current  and  future  threats.  13  As  shown  in  table  2,  the 
2005  BRAC  round  had  the  second  lowest  number  of  major  closures,  the 
largest  number  of  major  realignments,  and  the  largest  number  of  minor 
closures  and  realignments.  Part  of  this  transformation  effort  included  a 
focus  on  providing  opportunities  to  increase  jointness,  though  many  of  the 


13ln  the  late  1990s,  DOD  embarked  on  a  major  effort  to  transform  its  business  processes, 
human  capital,  and  military  capabilities. 
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BRAC  recommendations  focused  on  consolidations  and  reorganizations 
within  the  military  departments  rather  than  across  departments.  However, 
the  six  recommendations  we  reviewed,  as  well  as  other 
recommendations,  including  creating  joint  bases, 14  focused  on  jointness 
across  multiple  services. 


DOD  Implemented 
BRAC  2005 
Recommendations  to 
Relocate  Selected 
Training  Functions 
but  Missed  Some 
Opportunities  to 
Consolidate  Training 
to  Increase  Jointness 


DOD  implemented  the  BRAC  2005  recommendations  we  reviewed  by 
requiring  military  services  to  relocate  selected  training  functions;  however 
we  found  that,  although  DO D’s  justifications  for  collocating  each  of  the  six 
training  functions  that  we  reviewed  mentioned  jointness  or  inter-service 
training  as  a  potential  benefit,  two  of  the  six  training  functions  took 
advantage  of  the  opportunity  provided  by  BRAC  to  consolidate  training  to 
increase  jointness.  Specifically,  we  found  that  DOD  implemented  all  six 
recommendations  by  relocating  the  select  training  functions — as 
recommended  by  the  BRAC  Commission — but  that  opportunities  for  joint 
training  were  realized  in  only  two  locations.  Figure  1  shows  the 
relocations  associated  with  each  recommendation. 


14BRAC  2005  created  12  joint  bases  out  of  26  service-specific,  stand-alone  installations: 
Joint  Base  Anacostia-Bolling,  D  is  trict  of  Columbia;  Joint  Base  Andrews-Naval  Air  Facility 
Washington,  DistrictofColumbia;  JointBase  Charleston,  South  Carolina;  JointBase 
Elmendorf-Richardson,  Alaska;  Joint  Base  Langley-Eustis,  Virginia;  Joint  Base  Lewis- 
McChord,  Washington;  JointBase  McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst,  New  Jersey;  Joint  Base  Myer- 
Henderson  Hall,  DistrictofColumbia;  JointBase  Pearl  Harbor-Hickam,  Hawaii;  JointBase 
San  Antonio,  Texas;  Joint  Expeditionary  Base  Little  Creek- Fort  Story,  Virginia;  and  Joint 
Region  Marianas,  Guam. 
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Figure  1:  Movements  Associated  with  BRAC  Recommendations  in  Our  Review 
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Recommendation  #4 

Fort  Bragg,  North 
Carolina 

•  7th  Special  Forces 
Group  moved  from  Fort 
Bragg  to  Eglin  Air 
Force  Base. 


Recommendation  #122 

Joint  Center  for 
Consolidated 
Transportation 
Management  T  raining 

•  Air  Force 
Transportation 
Management  Training 
moved  from  Lackland 
Air  Force  Base  to  Fort 
Lee. 

•  The  Army’s 
Transportation  School 
moved  from  Fort  Eustis 
to  Fort  Lee  as  part  of 
the  2005  BRAC 
Recommendation  #121 
to  consolidate  Combat 
Service  Support 
training  and  doctrine 
development  at  a 
single  installation. 


0 

Recommendation  #123 

Joint  Center  of 

Excellence  for  Culinary 

Training 

•Air  Force  Culinary 
Training  moved  from 
Lackland  Air  Force 
Base  to  Fort  Lee. 

•  Navy  Culinary  Training 
moved  from  Great 
Lakes  Naval  Base  to 
Fort  Lee. 

•  Army  and  Marine  Corps 
Culinary  Training  were 
already  at  Fort  Lee. 


o 

Recommendation  #124 

Joint  Center  of 

Excellence  for  Religious 

Training  and  Education 

•  Air  Force  Chaplain 
School  moved  from 
Maxwell  Air  Force  Base 
to  Fort  Jackson. 

•  Navy  Chaplain  School 
moved  from  Naval  Air 
Station  Meridian  and 
Naval  Station  Newport 
to  Fort  Jackson. 

•  Army  chaplain  school 
was  already  located  at 
Fort  Jackson. 


0 

Recommendation  #125 

Joint  Strike  Fighter  Initial 

Joint  Training  Site 

•  Air  Force  personnel 
moved  from  Luke  Air 
Force  Base  and 
Sheppard  Air  Force 
Base  to  new  training 
center  at  Eglin  Air 
Force  Base. 

•  Marine  Corps 
personnel  moved  from 
Marine  Corps  Air 
Station  Miramar  to  new 
training  center  at  Eglin 
Air  Force  Base. 

•  Navy  personnel  moved 
from  Naval  Air  Station 
Oceana  and  Naval  Air 
Station  Pensacola  to 
new  training  center  at 
Eglin  Air  Force  Base. 


Recommendation  #128 

Undergraduate  Pilot  and 
Navigator  Training 
•Air  Force  Navigator 
Training  moved  from 
Randolph  Air  Force 
Base  to  Pensacola 
Naval  Air  Station. 

•  Navy  Navigator 
Training  was  already 
located  at  Pensacola. 


Marine  Corps 
Air  Station 
Miramar 

California 


Naval  Air 
Station  Newport 
Rhode  Island 


Fort  Eustis 

Virginia 

Naval  Air  Station  Oceana 


Source:  GAO  analysis  of  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  (BRAC)  Commission  recommendations.  I  GAO-16-45 
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Based  on  our  meetings  with  officials,  we  found  that  officials  implementing 
two  of  the  six  training  functions  created  by  those  recommendations — the 
Joint  Center  of  Excellence  for  Culinary  Training  and  the  7th  Special 
Forces  Group — had  found  ways  to  take  advantage  of  being  located 
together  to  consolidate  training  and  train  jointly.  For  example,  officials  at 
the  Joint  Center  of  Excellence  for  Culinary  Training  stated  that  while  the 
Air  Force  conducts  its  culinary  training  separately,  the  Army,  Navy,  and 
Marine  Corps  have  successfully  consolidated  two  of  the  three  phases  of 
their  training  and  use  a  joint  curriculum  to  train  students.  These  officials 
stated  that  they  were  successful  at  consolidating  the  culinary  training 
curricula  for  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Marine  Corps  because  the  leadership 
involved  with  implementing  this  recommendation  was  supportive  of 
finding  a  way  to  train  jointly  even  if  that  meant  changing  their  curricula. 
Additionally,  Army  and  Air  Force  Special  Operations  Forces  officials 
stated  that  the  relocation  of  the  7th  Special  Forces  Group  to  Eglin  Air 
Force  Base  allowed  for  increased  joint  training  operations  with  the  Air 
Force  Special  Operations  Forces  located  at  Hurlburt  Field,  near  Eglin  Air 
Force  Base.  These  officials  stated  that  they  were  successful  at 
consolidating  training  and  increasing  jointness  because  they  were  already 
conducting  joint  training  prior  to  the  BRAC  2005  round  and  that  since  their 
move,  being  in  closer  proximity  has  made  it  even  easier  to  train  jointly. 

The  implementation  of  the  remaining  four  BRAC  recommendations  that 
we  reviewed  relocated — moved  separate  functions  to  one  location — but 
did  not  consolidate  training  functions.  According  to  officials  at  the 
locations  that  did  not  consolidate  training,  they  do  not  regularly  coordinate 
or  share  information  on  their  training  goals  and  curricula,  despite  the  fact 
that  part  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense’s  justification  for  the  moves  in  the 
BRAC  2005  process  was  that  they  would  bring  a  “train  as  we  fight:  jointly” 
perspective  to  the  learning  process  or  would  otherwise  allow  for  joint 
training.  Service  officials  told  us  that  after  these  recommendations  were 
proposed  by  DOD  and  approved  by  the  BRAC  Commission,  they 
compared  each  of  their  original  curricula  but  did  not  identify  many  areas 
of  overlap.  Training  function  officials  stated  that  they  had  received 
minimal  guidance  related  to  consolidating  training.  Therefore,  we  found, 
they  did  not  adjust  curricula  to  take  advantage  of  their  proximity  to 
consolidate  training  and  possibly  be  more  joint  and  consolidate  space. 
Training  function  officials  also  stated  that  their  four  training  functions  have 
very  different  missions,  making  consolidation  of  their  training  more 
difficult.  For  example,  while  both  the  Navy  and  the  Air  Force  train  their 
navigators  at  Pensacola  Naval  Air  Station,  they  train  them  to  fly  in 
different  scenarios  (e.g.,  over  land  or  over  sea)  and  in  different  airplanes. 
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Although  the  services  may  have  differences  in  their  training,  the  2005 
BRAC  Commission  Report  noted  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  had 
described  the  2005  BRAC  round  as  an  opportunity  to  promote  jointness. 
The  BRAC  Commission  Report  stated  that  while  the  2005  BRAC 
recommendations  would  “not  move  the  ball  across  the  jointness  goal  line, 
Commission  decisions  would  help  move  the  ball  down  the  field”  toward 
more  jointness.  Table  3  summarizes  the  status  of  each  of  the  six  BRAC 
recommendations  that  we  reviewed. 


Table  3:  Summary  of  BRAC  2005  Recommendations  Requiring  Military  Services  to  Relocate  SelectTraining  Functions  to 
Consolidate  Training  to  Increase  Jointness 

BRAC  2005  Commission 
Recommendation 
(Recommendation  Number) 

Did  DOD  implement  BRAC  2005 
recommendations  requiring 
military  services  to  relocate 
select  training  functions? 

Did  DOD  take  advantage  of  opportunities  to  consolidate 
training  to  increase  jointness? 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina  (#4) 

Yes  -  The  7th  Special  Forces 
Group  relocated  to  Eglin  Air  Force 
Base. 

Yes  -  According  to  officials,  relocating  the  7th  Special  Forces 
Group  to  Eglin  Ar  Force  Base  allowed  for  enhanced  joint 
training  opportunities  with  theAr  Force  Special  Operations 
Forces  located  at  Hurlburt  Field,  near  Eglin  Ar  Force  Base. 

Joint  Centerfor  Consolidated 
Transportation  Management 
Training  (#122) 

Yes  -Transportation  Management  No  -  In  relocating  the  Transportation  Managementtraining  to 
training  relocated  to  Fort  Lee,  Fort  Lee,  DOD  may  have  missed  theopportunityto 

Virginia.  consolidate  like  schools  and  “Train  as  we  fight:  jointly.” 

According  to  officials,  whiletheArmy  and  Air  Force 
communicate  morefrequentlyon  an  informal  basis  than  they 
did  before  the  implementation  of  the  BRAC  recommendation, 
each  service  has  its  own  curriculum  and  they  conduct  their 
training  separately.  Officials  stated  that  being  at  the  same 
location  allows  the  Air  Force,  if  available,  to  participate  at  the 
end  of  an  Army  training  exercise  in  which  students  load 
cargo  on  to  an  aircraft  and  Ar  Force  personnel  conductan 
inspection,  simulating  real-world  situations. 

Joint  Centerof  Excellence  for 
CulinaryTraining  (#123) 

Yes  -  CulinaryTraining  relocated 
to  Fort  Lee,  Virginia  and 
established  as  a  JointCenterof 
Excellence  for  CulinaryTraining. 

Yes  -  According  to  officials,  relocating  Culinarytraining  to 
one  location  increased  jointness  among  the  Army,  Navy,  and 
Marine  Corps,  which  successfully  consolidated  two  phases  of 
their  training  curricula.  However,  the  Ar  Force  did  not 
consolidate  anyof  its  training  with  the  other  services  and 
trains  separately. 
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BRAC  2005  Commission 
Recommendation 
(Recommendation  Number) 

Did  DOD  implement  BRAC  2005 
recommendations  requiring 
military  services  to  relocate 
select  training  functions? 

Did  DOD  take  advantage  of  opportunities  to  consolidate 
training  to  increase  jointness? 

Joint  Centerof  Excellence  for 
Religious  Training  and  Education 
(#124) 

Yes  -  Religious  training  and 
education  relocated  to  Fort 
Jackson,  South  Carolina. 

No  -  In  relocating  the  religious  training  and  education  to  Fort 
Jackson,  DOD  may  have  missed  theopportunityto 
consolidate  training  to  increase  jointness.  Specifically,  during 
the  courseof  implementing  this  recommendation, officials 
said  that  they  did  not  develop  course  curricula  thatwould 
achieve  the  goals  of  both  consolidating  training  where 
appropriate  and  providing  service-unique  training  where 
necessary.  However,  otherfunctions  not  related  to  training, 
such  as  the  library,  were  merged.  According  to  officials  at  the 
Armed  Forces  ChaplaincyCenter,the  Army,  Air  Force,  and 
Navy  communicate  morefrequentlyon  an  informal  basis 
than  they  did  before  the  implementation  ofthe  BRAC 
recommendation,  buteach  service  has  its  own  curriculum 
and  trains  separately.  Officials  stated  that  they  occasionally 
invite  the  otherservices  to  hearguestspeakers. 

Joint  Strike  Fighter  Initial  Joint 
Training  Site  (#125) 

Yes  -  A  sufficientnumberof 
instructor  pilots  .operations 
support, and  maintenance 
personnel  relocated  to  Eglin  Air 
Force  Base,  Florida,  to  stand  up 
the  Navy’s,  Marine  Corps’,  and  Air 
Force’s  portion  of  the  Joint  Strike 
Fighter  Initial  Joint  Training  Site. 

No  -  In  relocating  the  Air  Force,  Navy,  and  Marine  Corps  at  a 
Joint  Strike  Fighter  Initial  JointTraining  Site,  DOD  may  have 
missed  theopportunityto  consolidate  training  to  increase 
jointness.  Specifically, the  jointbasing  arrangementdid  not 
establish  curricula  thatpermitservices  latitude  to  preserve 
service-unique  culture  and  afaculty  and  staff  that  bring  a 
“Train  as  we  fight:  jointly’  national  perspective  to  the  learning 
process.  According  to  officials  atthe  Joint  Strike  Fighter 

Initial  Training  Site,  while  the  Air  Force,  Navy,  and  Marine 
Corps  communicate  morefrequentlyon  an  informal  basis, 
each  service  has  its  own  curriculum  and  conducts  its  Joint 
Strike  Fighter  maintenance  and  pilottraining  separately.  In 
addition,  the  Marine  Corps  has  recently  moved  its  Joint 

Strike  Fighter  training  to  Marine  Corps  Air  Station  Beaufort, 

SC. 

Undergraduate  Pilotand  Navigator 
Training  (#128) 

Yes  -  Undergraduate  Navigator 
Training  relocated  to  Naval  Air 
Station  Pensacola,  Florida. 

No  -  Relocating  the  Air  Force  navigator  training  did  not  result 
in  a  consolidated  primary  phase  of  undergraduate  flight 
training  functions  orenhance  jointness.  Specifically,  the 
basing  arrangementdid  not  establish  curricula  thatperm it 
services  latitude  to  preserve  service-unique  culture  and  a 
faculty  and  staff  that  bring  a  “Train  as  we  fight:  jointly’ 
national  perspective  to  the  learning  process.  According  to  Air 
Force  and  Navy  officials,  whilethe  Air  Force  and  Navy 
communicate  morefrequentlyon  an  informal  basis  than  they 
did  before  the  implementation  ofthe  BRAC  recommendation, 
each  service  still  has  its  own  curriculum  and  they  train 
separately. 

Source:  GAO  analysis  of  DOD  and  service  information  |  GAO- 16-45 


We  found  that  four  of  the  six  training  functions  in  our  review  missed  the 
opportunity  to  consolidate  training  to  increase  jointness,  because  DOD 
provided  minimal  guidance  to  direct  those  implementing  the 
recommendations.  Service  officials  stated  that  to  direct  the 
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implementation  of  the  six  recommendations  we  reviewed,  DOD  provided 
them  with  the  language  from  the  BRAC  Commission  report  as  well  as 
guidance  for  developing  business  plans.  Using  the  guidance  provided, 
each  of  the  military  departments’  headquarters  developed  a  business 
plan.  This  guidance  focused  on  movement  of  personnel  or  construction. 

In  our  previous  work  on  consolidation  of  physical  infrastructure  and 
management  functions,  we  identified  key  practices,  including  developing 
an  implementation  plan  for  the  consolidation.  Such  a  plan  should  include 
essential  change  management  practices  such  as  active,  engaged 
leadership  of  executives  at  the  highest  possible  levels;  a  dedicated 
implementation  team  that  can  be  held  accountable  for  change;  and  a 
strategy  measuring  progress  toward  the  established  goals  of  the 
consolidation.15  None  of  the  guidance  given  to  the  military  departments 
provided  this  type  of  direction.  For  example,  the  language  from  the  BRAC 
Commission  report  for  each  recommendation  we  selected  for  review  is 
generally  less  than  one  page  long  and  contains  high  level  summary 
information  on  costs,  the  action  being  recommended,  DO D’s  justification 
for  the  recommendation,  community  concerns,  and  the  BRAC 
Commissions  findings  and  recommendations.  The  business  plans 
developed  by  the  military  departments  included  the  text  of  the  BRAC 
2005  recommendation,  a  description  of  costs  and  savings  for  each 
moving  organization,  a  list  of  organizations  moving,  a  time  table  for  the 
movement  of  organizations,  details  on  any  military  construction,  and 
environmental  information. 

According  to  a  September  2005  memorandum  issued  by  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  (OSD)  and  related  to  planning  for  BRAC  2005 
implementation,  the  business  plans  were  to  serve  as  a  foundation  for  the 
complex  program  management  necessary  to  ensure  that  the 
recommendations  were  implemented  efficiently  and  effectively. 
Additionally,  the  memorandum  states  that  the  implementation  challenges 


15GAO,  Streamlining  Government:  Questions  to  Consider  When  Evaluating  Proposals  to 
Consolidate  Physical  Infrastructure  and  Managem  entFunctions,  GAO-1 2-542 
(Washington,  D.C.:  May  23, 2012).  This  report  identifies  key  questions  that  agencies 
should  considerwhen  evaluating  whetherto  consolidate  physical  infrastructure  and 
managementfunctions  and  presents  keypractices  that  can  help  these  consolidations.  To 
identify  these  key  questions  and  practices,  we  identified  and  reviewed  relevant  literature 
on  public  sector  consolidations  produced  by  academic  institutions,  professional 
associations,  thinktanks,  news  outlets,  and  various  otherorganizations.This  report 
includes  keypractices  such  as  agreeing  on  specific  goals,  basing  consolidations  on 
clearly  presented  business-case  analysis,  and  identifying  relevant  stakeholders. 
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presented  by  transformational  recommendations — particularly 
recommendations  to  establish  joint  operations — underscore  the  utility  and 
necessity  of  the  plans.  However,  officials  from  the  Basing  Directorate 
under  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Energy,  Installations,  and 
Environment,  the  group  that  oversaw  the  implementation  of  BRAC  2005, 
stated  that  while  the  business  plans  do  not  include  the  BRAC  2005 
language  containing  DOD’s  justification  related  to  consolidating  training  to 
increase  jointness,  it  is  the  business  manager’s  responsibility  to 
implement  the  recommendation,  taking  into  account  the  intent  of  the 
recommendation  as  described  in  the  justification  language.  During  our 
review,  however,  we  found  that  officials  responsible  for  certifying  that 
these  six  recommendations  had  been  implemented  were  not  required  by 
OSD  to  certify  whether  or  not  they  had  taken  advantage  of  the  opportunity 
to  increase  jointness.  Rather,  the  business  plan  managers  were  focused 
on  the  completion  of  the  construction  of  buildings  and  the  movement  of 
personnel.  Further,  officials  at  the  four  training  functions  that  did  not 
consolidate  training  told  us  that  although  they  had  initially  compared  each 
service’s  curricula  to  identify  common  training,  they  felt  that  there  was  not 
enough  overlap  in  the  training  for  it  to  be  consolidated.  They  also  stated 
that  they  had  not  received  direction  from  OSD  or  the  military  services  on 
how  to  consolidate  curricula  in  order  to  foster  jointness  in  the  event  that 
course  curricula  had  few  similarities,  prepared  personnel  to  perform 
different  missions,  or  used  different  equipment. 

Like  the  BRAC  2005  recommendations  that  directed  the  relocation  of 
several  training  functions  in  order  to  promote  jointness  or  consolidate 
similar  training,  another  BRAC  2005  recommendation  directed  the 
consolidation  of  26  service-specific  stand-alone  installations  into  12  joint 
bases  to  take  advantage  of  opportunities  for  efficiencies  and  reduce 
duplication  of  similar  support  services.  In  order  to  implement  this  joint 
basing  recommendation,  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  issued 
guidance  in  January  2008  designed  to  establish  a  comprehensive 
framework  to  consolidate  installation-support  functions  while  meeting 
mission  requirements.16  OSD  also  created  an  oversight  structure  for 
handling  disputes  and  established  a  set  of  common  standards  for  the 
installation  support  to  be  provided  by  each  joint  base.  Furthermore,  DOD 
issued  a  directive  on  military  training  that  gives  the  Undersecretary  of 


16Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  Memorandum,  Transforming  Through  Base  Realignment 
and  Closure  (BRAC)  2005-Joint  Basing  (Jan.  22,  2008),  and  DOD,  Initial  Guidance  for 
BRAC  2005  JointBasing  Implementation  (Jan .  22, 2008). 
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Defense  for  Personnel  &  Readiness  the  responsibility  to  oversee  and 
provide  policy  for  individual  and  functional  training  programs  for  military 
personnel  and  the  collective  training  programs  of  military  units  and 
staffs.17 

If  DOD  and  the  services  believe  that  the  training  functions  in  our  review 
can  still  capitalize  on  the  opportunity  to  promote  jointness  provided  by  the 
BRAC  2005  recommendations,  additional  guidance  will  be  an  important 
first  step  toward  being  able  to  take  advantage  of  this  opportunity.  Officials 
from  the  Undersecretary  of  Defense  for  Personnel  &  Readiness  agreed 
that  additional  guidance  would  potentially  be  helpful  in  providing 
opportunities  to  consolidate  training  to  increase  jointness.  Further,  in  the 
event  of  a  future  BRAC  round,  such  guidance  could  provide  a  useful 
framework  for  taking  advantage  of  the  opportunities  provided  by  similar 
recommendations  focused  on  developing  joint  training  capabilities. 


DOD  Cannot 
Determine  Cost 
Savings  from 
Implementing  BRAC 
2005  Joint  Training 
Recommendations, 
and  It  Likely  Did  Not 
Report  All 

Implementation  Costs 


DOD  cannot  determine  if  implementing  the  2005  BRAC  joint  training 
recommendations  that  we  reviewed  has  resulted  in  savings  in  operating 
costs.  In  addition,  implementation  costs  reported  to  DOD  by  the  training 
functions’  business  plan  managers  likely  did  not  include  all  costs  funded 
from  outside  the  BRAC  account — we  found  at  least  $110  million  in  costs 
that  likely  should  have  been  included  based  on  DOD  guidance  requiring 
all  BRAC-related  costs  to  be  reported,  even  those  from  outside  the  BRAC 
account.  As  a  result,  DOD  may  have  incomplete  or  inaccurate  cost 
information  when  trying  to  determine  annual  cost  savings  or  total 
implementation  costs  of  these  BRAC  recommendations. 


17DOD  Directive  1322.18,  Military  Training  (Jan.  13,  2009). 
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DOD  Cannot  Determine 
Operating  Cost  Savings 
Resulting  from  BRAC 
2005  Joint  Training 
Recommendations 


Although  we  reported  in  2012  that  DOD  had  projected  that  four  of  the 
recommendations  in  our  review  would  result  in  annual  savings  in 
operating  costs,18  we  found  that  DOD  could  not  determine  whether 
implementing  the  2005  BRAC  joint  training  recommendations  that  we 
reviewed  resulted  in  savings  in  operating  costs.  For  two  of  the  training 
functions  in  our  review,  DOD  was  able  to  provide  complete  baseline  cost 
data;  however,  officials  for  these  training  functions  could  not  determine 
whether  cost  fluctuations  were  due  to  the  BRAC  moves.  For  three  of  the 
training  functions  in  our  review,  DOD  was  unable  to  provide  complete 
baseline  operating  costs  from  before  it  implemented  the  BRAC 
recommendations,  but  officials  representing  these  training  functions 
indicated  that  implementing  the  recommendations  may  have  increased 
some  costs.  The  Joint  Strike  Fighter  training  program  established  by 
recommendation  #125  was  a  new  program  and  therefore  there  were  no 
operating  cost  data  prior  to  BRAC  implementation. 

In  our  prior  work,  we  have  identified  the  importance  of  developing 
baseline  and  trend  data.19  By  developing  baseline  operating  costs, 
agencies  can  better  evaluate  whether  they  are  achieving  their  cost 
savings  targets.  In  addition,  in  our  1997  report  on  lessons  learned  from 
the  four  prior  BRAC  rounds,  we  found  that  initial  cost  and  savings 
estimates  for  prior  BRAC  rounds  were  not  based  on  reliable  baseline 
data,  because  they  were  not  of  budget  quality,  were  not  consistently 
developed,  and  were  poorly  documented.20  As  we  also  noted  in  our  1997 
report,  sound  estimates  of  savings  are  important,  because  DOD  may  rely 
on  savings  from  BRAC  for  other  purposes.  In  2014  we  found  that  DOD 
was  unable  to  determine  whether  the  consolidation  of  training  at  the 
Medical  Education  and  Training  Campus  resulted  in  cost  savings, 
because  it  had  not  developed  baseline  cost  information  as  part  of  its 


18The  four  recommendations  with  projected  annual  costsavings  were  JointCenterfor 
Consolidated  Transportation  ManagementTraining  (#122),  JointCenterof  Excellence  for 
Culinary  Training  (#123),  Joint  Center  of  Excellence  for  Religious  Training  and  Education 
(#124),  and  Undergraduate  Pilotand  NavigatorTraining  (#128).  DOD  projected  that  the 
Fort  Bragg,  NC  (#4)  recommendation  would  have  additional  annual  operating  costs. 

19See  GAO-14-630,  GAO/GGD-96-66R  and  GAO/GGD/AIMD-99-69. 

20GAO,  Military  Bases:  Lessons  Learned  From  Prior  Base  Closure  Rounds, 
GAO/NSIAD-97-151  (Washington,  D.C.:  July  25, 1997).  The  four  BRAC  rounds  covered  in 
the  report  occurred  in  1988, 1991 ,1993,  and  1995. 
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metrics  to  assess  success.21  We  recommended  that  DOD  develop 
baseline  cost  estimates  as  part  of  its  metrics  to  assess  cost  savings  for 
future  consolidation  efforts  within  the  Medical  Education  and  Training 
Campus,  and  DOD  concurred  with  this  recommendation.  To  date,  DOD 
has  not  taken  any  actions  to  implement  this  recommendation,  because, 
according  to  DOD  officials,  they  cannot  take  action  on  these 
recommendations  until  another  BRAC  round  is  authorized. 

Two  of  the  training  functions  in  our  review — Undergraduate  Navigator 
Training  and  Ft.  Bragg,  North  Carolina  (7th  Special  Forces  Group  move 
to  Eglin  Air  Force  Base) — were  able  to  provide  complete  baseline  cost 
data.  Flowever,  for  these  two  training  functions,  officials  could  not 
determine  whether  subsequent  cost  fluctuations  were  due  to  the  BRAC 
moves,  non-BRAC  events,  or  some  combination.  For  example,  the 
budget  officials  from  the  Air  Force’s  Air  Education  and  Training  Command 
were  able  to  provide  us  with  detailed  operating  cost  data  for  their 
undergraduate  navigator  training,  going  back  to  1996.  Flowever,  even 
with  these  detailed  cost  data,  the  budget  officials  we  met  with  stated  that 
they  could  not  account  for  all  of  the  different  events  that  had  resulted  in 
cost  fluctuations  during  that  time.  Air  Force  budget  officials  further  stated 
that  multiple  events  such  as  sequestration,22  maintenance  issues,  and 
changes  in  how  certain  expenses  are  funded23  that  occurred  while  BRAC 
was  being  implemented  made  it  extremely  difficult  to  determine  whether 
any  savings  in  the  program’s  operating  costs  were  due  to  the 
implementation  of  the  BRAC  recommendation  or  to  these  other  factors. 


21See  GAO-14-630.  Consolidation  oftraining  atthe  Medical  Education  and  Training 
Campus  was  recommendation  #172  of  BRAC  2005. 

22The  Budget  Control  Act  of  2011,  Pub.  L.  No.  112-25(2011), established, amongother 
things,  a  congressional  Joint  Select  Committee  on  Deficit  Reduction  to  propose  legislation 
that  would  reduce  federal  deficits  by  $1 .5  trillion  over  ten  years  (fiscal  years  2012-2021 ), 
and  two  sequestration  procedures:  a  sequestration  procedure  originallyto  be  ordered  by 
the  Presidenton  January  1, 2013,  to  ensure  thatthe  level  of  deficit  reduction  would  be 
achieved  in  the  event  thatthe  Joint  Committee  failed  to  reach  agreement  to  reduce  the 
deficit  by  at  least$1 .2  trillion,  and  an  additional  sequestration  procedure  thatwould  be 
triggered  if  appropriations  exceeded  established  discretionary  spending  caps  in  a  given 
fiscal  year  between  fiscal  years  2012  and  2021  .The  sequestration  infiscalyear2013 
used  the  former  procedure,  triggered  because  the  Joint  Committee  did  not  reach 
agreement. 

23For  example,  Air  Force  officials  stated  thatthe  Ar  Force  has  changed  which  account 
funds  fuel  costs,  making  itdifficult  to  track. 
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For  the  remaining  three  training  functions — Culinary  training, 
Transportation  Management  training,  and  Religious  training —  the 
programs  could  not  provide  complete  operating  cost  information  from 
prior  to  the  move.24  For  example,  according  to  Army  budget  personnel, 
the  Army  culinary,  transportation  management,  and  chaplain  training 
programs  did  not  have  data  for  various  reasons,  including  a  change  in 
accounting  systems,  and  because  they  are  not  required  to  keep  data  that 
far  back.  In  addition,  according  to  Air  Force  officials,  because  the  Air 
Force  culinary  program  is  part  of  a  larger  multidisciplinary  training 
program  that  includes  subjects  such  as  fitness  and  mortuary  services,  it  is 
not  possible  to  isolate  the  costs  for  the  culinary  portion  of  the  training. 

While  these  programs  either  did  not  have  any  baseline  operating  cost 
data  or  detailed  operating  cost  baselines,  in  some  instances  officials  were 
able  to  provide  examples  of  where  they  believed  operating  costs  have 
increased  as  a  result  of  the  respective  BRAC  moves.  For  example: 

•  Air  Force  officials  estimated  that  they  spend  an  additional  $300,000 
annually  to  operate  the  department’s  Chaplain  Corps  College  at  Fort 
Jackson,  South  Carolina  than  they  did  to  operate  the  one  at  Maxwell 
Air  Force  Base,  Alabama.  Navy  officials  provided  operating  cost  data 
for  their  chaplain  training  program  showing  that  they  have  spent  an 
average  of  approximately  $182,000  more  per  year  since  relocating  to 
Ft.  Jackson.  Officials  with  both  services  cited  increased  travel  costs 
as  the  primary  driver  of  these  increases,  because  Ft.  Jackson  does 
not  have  room  for  the  students  to  stay  on  base.  Therefore,  according 
to  officials,  students  from  both  services  must  stay  at  hotels  in 
Columbia,  South  Carolina,  and  officials  have  to  provide  transportation 
to  and  from  the  base. 

•  A  Navy  culinary  official  estimated  that  sending  students  to  Ft.  Lee 
costs  the  service  an  additional  $200,000  per  year  for  airfare  compared 
to  what  it  cost  when  all  training  was  at  Naval  Station  Great  Lakes, 


24Because  the  Joint  Strike  Fighter  Initial  Joint  Training  Site  was  a  new  training  function 
created  by  the  BRAC  2005  round,  there  was  no  cost  prior  to  the  implementation  of  the 
BRAC  recommendation. The  Commission  approved  this  recommendation  and  reported 
that  it  was  unlikelyto  achieve  savings  and  would  have  a  payback  period  of  “never.” 
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Illinois.25  This  official  also  estimated  that  this  travel  takes  about  three 
days  per  student,  which  results  in  about  $400,000  in  lost  work  time 
per  year.  In  addition,  the  official  added  that  there  are  other  costs 
related  to  getting  the  students  to  and  from  airports.  Additionally,  the 
Navy  culinary  official  added  that  the  training  program  has  incurred 
additional  administrative  costs  because  the  Army  and  Navy  student 
tracking  systems  are  not  linked.  Specifically,  because  the  systems  are 
not  configured  to  exchange  data,  all  Navy  student  data  must  be 
manually  entered  twice,  once  in  each  system.  The  official  said  that 
this  equates  to  thousands  of  records  per  year  and  could  take  about 
$45,000  in  labor  costs  to  accomplish. 

For  training  functions  we  reviewed,  Navy  Joint  Strike  Fighter  officials  were 
able  to  identify  a  cost  avoidance  as  a  result  of  implementing  the  BRAC 
recommendation.  As  part  of  implementing  this  recommendation,  the  Air 
Force  built  a  $59  million  Academic  Training  Center  at  Eglin  Air  Force 
Base  to  serve  the  Air  Force,  Navy  and  Marine  Corps.  The  Navy  Joint 
Strike  Fighter  officials  stated  that  if  they  had  not  colocated  their  program 
with  the  Air  Force,  the  Navy  would  have  had  to  pay  to  build  and  operate 
its  own  Academic  Training  Center.26 

It  is  now  likely  not  possible  to  determine  baseline  costs  for  implementing 
the  recommendations  in  our  review  in  order  to  determine  the  extent  to 
which  the  implementation  of  these  recommendations  resulted  in  cost 
savings.  Also,  subsequent  changes  to  the  programs  make  it  difficult  to 
determine  the  effect  of  implementing  the  BRAC  recommendations. 
Although  it  can  sometimes  be  difficult  to  attribute  costs  and  savings  to  a 
specific  event,  such  as  a  BRAC  change,  DOD  will  not  be  able  to  estimate 
whether  it  has  achieved  annual  savings  in  operating  costs  if  it  does  not 
collect  complete  baseline  cost  data  with  which  to  measure  progress. 


25The  Navy  conducts  entry-level  basictraining  atNaval  Station  Great  Lakes.  According  to 
a  Navy  official,  prior  to  BRAC  2005,  when  the  Navys  culinarytraining  program  was  also 
located  at  Naval  Station  Great  Lakes,  students  would  remain  on  the  base  and  not  have  to 
travel  to  attend  this  training. The  culinarytraining  is  now  located  at  Ft.  Lee  as  a  resultof 
the  BRAC  move,  and  students  mustnow  travel  to  attend  this  training. 

26The  Marine  Corps  initially  located  its  Joint  Strike  Fighter  training  squadron  at  Eglin  Ar 
Force  Base  in  April  2010.  However,  in  February  20 14  the  Marine  Corps  moved  this 
training  squadron  to  Marine  Corps  Ar  Station  Beaufort,  South  Carolina. 
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Final  Implementation 
Costs  Reported  to  DOD 
for  Some  Joint  Training 
Recommendations  Likely 
Did  Not  Include  All 
Implementation  Costs 


In  2012,  we  reported  on  DOD’s  estimates  of  its  final  implementation  costs 
for  the  BRAC  2005  recommendations;27  however,  for  two  of  the  six 
recommendations  in  this  review — the  Joint  Strike  Fighter  Initial  Training 
Site  and  the  7th  Special  Forces  Group  move  to  Eglin  Air  Force  Base — we 
found  that  at  least  $110  million  in  implementation  costs  funded  from 
outside  of  the  BRAC  account  that  likely  should  have  been  included  were 
not  reported  to  DOD  by  the  business  plan  managers.  Thus  DOD’s 
previously  reported  total  cost  of  $35.1  billion  to  implement  BRAC  2005  is 
likely  somewhat  understated.  The  statute  authorizing  BRAC  2005 
established  a  special  treasury  account  for  purposes  related  to 
implementing  the  BRAC  2005  recommendations.28  During  the  lifetime  of 
this  account,  DOD  could  also  fund  certain  BRAC-related  costs  from 
outside  the  BRAC  2005  account  to  complete  actions  needed  to 
implement  the  recommendations.  For  example,  the  services  could  use 
money  obtained  through  their  military  construction  process  to  renovate 
existing  space  or  build  new  facilities.  In  2010,  we  recommended  that  DOD 
take  steps  to  capture  and  appropriately  report  to  Congress  any  BRAC- 
related  implementation  costs  that  were  funded  from  outside  the  BRAC 
account.29  DOD  concurred  with  the  recommendation,  and  in  August  2010 
the  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Installations  and  Environment) 
issued  a  memo  requiring  BRAC  business  plan  managers  to  submit  all 
BRAC-related  expenditures,  including  those  funded  from  both  inside  and 
outside  of  the  BRAC  account.30  We  reviewed  the  business  plans  for  all  six 
recommendations  in  our  review,  as  well  as  data  reported  by  the  services 
to  DOD,  and  found  that  none  of  them  contained  projects  funded  from 
outside  of  the  BRAC  account.  Army  and  Air  Force  officials  that  we  spoke 
with  stated  that  there  were  general  criteria  for  what  could  be  included  as  a 


27GAO,  Military  Base  Realignmentsand  Closures:  Updated  Costsand  Savings  Estimates 
from  BRAC  2005,  GAO-12-709R  (Washington,  D.C.:  June  29,  2012). 

28The  statutory  section  authorizing  the  account  has  since  been  repealed  following  the 
conclusion  ofthe  BRAC  2005  implementation  period.  Seeformersection  2906Aof  the 
Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act  of  1990,  Pub.  L.  No.  101 -510,  Title  XXIX  (10 
U.S.C.  2687  note) (repealed  by  Pub.  L.  No.  1 12-239,  Div.  B,  Title  XXVII,  §  2711(a) 
(2013)). 

29GAO,  Military  Base  Realignm ents  and  Closures:  DOD  Is  Taking  Steps  to  Mitigate 
Challenges  but  Is  Not  Fully  Reporting  Some  Additional  Costs,  GAO- 1 0-725  R 
(Washington,  D.C.:  July 21, 2010). 

30Office  ofthe  Undersecretary  of  Defense,  Acquis  ition,  Technology,  and  Logistics,  Base 
Realignmentand  Closure  (BRAC)  2005  Final  Business  Plans  and  Other  Reporting 
Requirements,  Aug.  5,  2010. 
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BRAC  cost  in  the  BRAC  2005  round.  According  to  former  business  plan 
managers  for  some  of  the  training  functions  in  our  review,  and  Army  and 
Air  Force  service  headquarters  officials,  some  of  these  criteria  included 
that  the  project  be  related  to  the  physical  move,  the  cost  be  for  moves 
within  the  continental  United  States,  the  project  not  be  related  to 
addressing  a  deficiency  that  existed  at  the  time  of  the  BRAC 
recommendation,  and  the  project  be  needed  in  order  to  comply  with  the 
original  BRAC  recommendation  and  not  be  used  to  accommodate 
personnel  or  mission  expansion  that  happened  after  the  BRAC  decision. 
However,  neither  service  nor  OSD  officials  could  provide  us  with  any 
written  guidance  to  this  effect.  Air  Force  officials  also  stated  that  language 
in  the  Form  1391 — the  DOD  document  to  submit  requirements  and 
justification  to  Congress  for  funding  for  military  construction  projects — 
would  indicate  whether  the  project  was  BRAC-related. 

For  three  of  the  recommendations  we  reviewed,  the  military  construction 
implementation  costs  reported  to  us  were  approximately  the  same  as 
those  reported  to  DOD  in  2012.  Business  plan  managers  for 
recommendation  124 — Joint  Center  for  Excellence  for  Religious  Training 
and  Education — reported  military  construction  implementation  costs  of 
approximately  $11.6  million  to  DOD  in  2012  and  approximately  $11.8 
million  to  us  in  the  course  of  this  review.  For  recommendations  122 — 
Joint  Center  for  Consolidated  Transportation  Management  Training — and 
123 — Joint  Center  of  Excellence  for  Culinary  Training — business  plan 
managers  reported  combined  military  construction  implementation  costs 
of  approximately  $87.6  million  to  DOD  in  2012,  and  approximately  $89.4 
million  to  us  in  the  course  of  this  review.31  For  a  fourth  recommendation — 
Undergraduate  Pilot  and  Navigator  Training,  recommendation  #128 — we 
could  not  determine  what  the  total  military  construction  implementation 
costs  reported  to  DOD  in  2012  were,  because  this  was  a  bundled 
recommendation  that  contained  projects  on  multiple  bases,  not  just  at 
Pensacola  Naval  Air  Station,  Florida.  However,  the  final  Pensacola 
military  construction  costs  reported  to  us — $90.1  million — were  close  to 


31We  combined  the  military  construction  implementation  costs  forrecommendations  122 
and  123  because  the  culinary  and  transportation  students  share  some  facilities  on  Ft.  Lee, 
specificallythe  dining  facility  and  the  dormitory. 
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the  preliminary  military  construction  estimates  of  $89.5  million  for  those 
projects.32 

In  the  case  of  the  Joint  Strike  Fighter  and  the  Ft.  Bragg,  North  Carolina 
recommendations,  some  projects  that  appear  to  be  related  to  the  BRAC 
move  and  were  funded  with  non-BRAC  money  were  not  included  in  what 
was  reported  to  DOD  as  required  by  DOD’s  August  2010  memo. 
Examples  of  some  of  these  projects  that  were  not  reported  as  BRAC 
implementation  costs  are 

•  Joint  Strike  Fighter  (F-35)  Parking  Apron.  In  the  official  Form  1391 
proposing  this  project  and  the  need  for  the  parking  apron,  the  title  of 
the  project  is  “BRAC  F-35  A/C  Parking  Apron.”  Further,  in  the 
“Requirement”  section  of  the  document,  the  justification  provided  by 
the  Air  Force  states  that  the  build-up  for  Joint  Strike  Fighter 
operations  includes  relocating  joint  military  instructor  pilots  and 
operations  support  personnel  from  Luke  Air  Force  Base;  Sheppard  Air 
Force  Base;  Marine  Corps  Air  Station  Miramar,  California;  Naval  Air 
Station  Oceana,  Virginia;;  and  the  Naval  Air  Station  at  Pensacola,  the 
moves  required  by  this  BRAC  recommendation.  Air  Force 
headquarters  officials  stated  that  they  did  not  include  this  as  a  BRAC 
implementation  cost  because  they  and  the  Navy  headquarters  officials 
agreed  this  cost  was  not  related  to  the  move.  However,  Air  Force 
officials  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  as  well  as  the  Navy  Business  Plan 
Manager  indicated  that  the  Parking  Apron  was  a  necessary 
implementation  cost.  Furthermore,  the  cost  for  every  other  Air  Force 
project  that  cited  “BRAC”  in  the  Form  1391  project  title  was  counted 
as  an  implementation  cost.  By  including  this  reference  to  BRAC  in  the 
1391,  this  project  was  presented  to  Congress  as  a  BRAC-related  cost. 
The  preliminary  estimate  for  this  project  was  $29  million  dollars. 

•  Other  Joint  Strike  Fighter  Support  Projects.  This  includes  four 
projects  related  to  the  establishment  of  the  Joint  Strike  Fighter  training 
program.  33  Three  of  these  projects  have  language  identical  to  that  in 


32The  projects  at  Pensacola  Naval  Air  Station,  Florida,  to  implementthe  Undergraduate 
Pilot  and  Navigator  Training  recommendation  included  a  dormitory,  a  hangar,  a  training 
center,  and  other  supporting  infrastructure. 

33These  support  projects  include  the  first  phase  of  an  F-35  Hydrant  Refueling  System,  F- 
35  JP8  Flightline  Fillstands,  the  F-35  JP8  West  Side  Bulk  Tank  Upgrades,  and  the  F-35 
POL  Operations  and  Refueler  Maintenance  Facility. 
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the  BRAC  Joint  Strike  Fighter  (F-35)  A/C  Parking  Apron  in  the 
Requirement  section  of  their  Form  1391,  which  states  that  the  build¬ 
up  for  Joint  Strike  Fighter  operations  includes  relocating  joint  military 
instructor  pilots  and  operations  support  personnel  from  Luke  Air  Force 
Base,  Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Marine  Corps  Air  Station  Miramar, 
Ca.,  Naval  Air  Station  Oceana,  VA  and  the  Naval  Air  Station  at 
Pensacola.  The  Form  1391  for  the  fourth  project  cites  the  impending 
overcrowding  as  a  result  of  establishing  the  Joint  Strike  Fighter 
training  program  as  the  justification  for  the  project.  Air  Force 
headquarters  officials  stated  that,  for  these  projects,  Air  Education 
and  Training  Command  or  Air  Force  Materiel  Command  did  not 
submit  the  project  to  the  Air  Force  BRAC  office  to  determine  if  it  was  a 
BRAC  requirement.  However,  given  the  requirement  language  that 
cites  the  BRAC  moves  and  the  impending  overcrowding,  it  is  not  clear 
to  us  that  these  were  not  BRAC  implementation  costs.  Furthermore, 
Air  Force  documentation  and  headquarters  officials  acknowledged 
that  one  of  these  projects — the  first  phase  of  the  Hydrant  Refueling 
System  Station — was  a  companion  project  to  the  BRAC  F-35  A/C 
Parking  Apron.  The  combined  final  cost  for  these  projects  was 
approximately  $20.6  million. 

•  Housing.  Neither  the  Joint  Strike  Fighter  nor  the  Ft.  Bragg  business 
plan  managers  included  the  housing  they  built  for  Joint  Strike  Fighter 
pilot  trainees  or  Special  Forces  Group  soldiers  as  BRAC 
implementation  costs.  Air  Force  headquarters  officials  stated  that 
there  was  a  disagreement  between  the  Air  Force  and  the  Navy  about 
who  should  pay  for  the  Joint  Strike  Fighter  housing  and  how  it  should 
be  paid  for.  In  order  to  complete  the  housing  prior  to  the  arrival  of 
students,  the  Air  Force  agreed  to  pay  for  the  first  housing  unit  and  the 
Navy  agreed  to  pay  for  the  second  unit.34  Regarding  the  barracks  for 
the  7th  Special  Forces  Group,  at  least  one  of  these  housing  units  was 
originally  scheduled  to  be  built  with  BRAC  funding.  However,  Army 
headquarters  and  Special  Operations  Command  officials  stated  that, 
due  to  construction  delays,35  the  Army  reconsidered  which  funding 
source  to  use  for  some  projects.  As  a  result,  all  of  the  housing  units 


34The  Joint  Strike  Fighterdorm  was  completed  in  December2010.  At  the  timeof  oursite 
visit,  a  second  Joint  Strike  Fighter  dormitoryhad  not  been  builtat  Eglin  Air  Force  Base. 

35The  Air  Force  had  to  conductan  Environmental  Impact  Study  prior  to  establishing  the 
Joint  Strike  Fightertraining  program  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base.  Army  officials  stated  that 
they  did  not  want  to  begin  construction  until  the  study  was  finished  so  that  they  knew  for 
sure  where  7th  Special  Forces  Group  would  be  located  on  the  base. 
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ended  up  being  built  with  regular  military  construction  money  as  part 
of  a  larger  project36  and  no  part  of  that  project  was  counted  as  BRAC 
implementation  costs.  The  decisions  not  to  count  the  Joint  Strike 
Fighter  housing  unit  and  the  7th  Special  Forces  Group  housing  unit  as 
BRAC  implementation  costs  is  inconsistent  with  the  fact  that  housing 
for  the  culinary  and  transportation  students  at  Ft.  Lee,  as  well  as  the 
housing  for  navigator  students  at  Pensacola  Naval  Air  Station,  were 
counted  as  BRAC  implementation  costs.  The  Joint  Strike  Fighter 
housing  unit  cost  was  $17.6  million  and  the  cost  of  the  three  Army 
housing  units  ranged  from  $6.5  to  6.7  million  each. 

•  7th  Special  Forces  Group  T raining  Ranges.  The  Army  built  several 
training  ranges  on  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  to  support  the  move  of  7th 
Special  Forces  Group  from  Ft.  Bragg  to  Eglin  Air  Force  Base.37  Army 
headquarters  officials  told  us  that  the  cost  of  the  ranges  was  initially  to 
be  considered  part  of  the  BRAC  implementation  cost,  and 
documentation  shows  that  the  Army  planned  to  use  BRAC  funds  to 
construct  these  ranges.  Flowever,  due  to  the  previously  mentioned 
construction  delays  and  changes  to  the  funding  source  of  projects,  the 
ranges  ended  up  being  funded  with  Army  military  construction  funds. 
When  implementation  costs  were  reported  to  DOD  in  the  final 
business  plan,  the  business  plan  managers  did  not  indicate  that  there 
were  any  implementation  costs  funded  from  outside  the  BRAC 
account.  The  reasons  for  not  including  the  ranges  as  a  BRAC 
implementation  costare  unclear.  Both  Army  and  Air  Force 
headquarters  officials  stated  that  this  may  have  been  because  the  Air 
Force  already  had  ranges  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  that  the  Army  could 
have  used.  Air  Force  headquarters  officials  added  that  it  may  have 
been  because  the  7th  Special  Forces  Group  did  not  have  these 
ranges  at  Ft.  Bragg.  Flowever,  officials  with  the  Army  Special 
Operations  Command  and  the  7th  Special  Forces  Group  stated  that 
the  existing  Air  Force  ranges  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  were  insufficient 
for  their  training  needs,  and  that  they  had  all  of  the  ranges  in  question 
when  they  were  at  Ft.  Bragg.  Not  including  the  ranges  as  a  BRAC 


36  This  larger  project  included  facilities  such  as  afire  station,  an  access  control  facility,  a 
tactical  communications  center,  and  various  storage  facilities. 

37There  were  1 1  ranges  builtto  supportthe  needs  of  7th  Special  Forces  Group.  Those 
ranges  are  the  Breaching  Facility,  Hand  Grenade  Qualification  Course,  Shotgun  Range, 
Shoothouse,  Urban  Assau  It  Course,  Grenade  Launcher  Range,  Anti-Armor  Tracking, 
Qualification  Training  Range,  Light  Demolition  Range,  25  Meter  Zero  Range,  and  an 
IndoorBaffle  Range. 
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implementation  cost  was  also  inconsistent  with  the  other 
implementations  of  BRAC  recommendations  we  reviewed,  where  the 
training  facilities  were  counted  as  BRAC  implementation  costs. 
Construction  of  the  ranges  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  costa  combined 
$39.3  million. 

An  official  with  the  Basing  Directorate  under  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  Energy,  Installations,  and  Environment — the  group  that 
oversaw  the  implementation  of  BRAC  2005 — stated  that  the  business 
plan  managers  were  expected  to  include  costs  that  were  funded  from 
outside  the  BRAC  account  in  their  final  business  plans  and  that,  along 
with  OSD  General  Counsel,  they  reviewed  and  provided  comments  on 
the  cost  submissions.  Flowever,  the  Basing  Directorate  official  further 
stated  that  it  was  up  to  the  military  departments  to  ensure  that  all  BRAC 
implementation  costs  were  accounted  for,  and  that  the  military 
departments  had  the  flexibility  to  determine  which  costs  would  be 
associated  with  the  BRAC  recommendation  and  which  would  be 
attributed  to  other  actions.  We  found  that  this  flexibility  in  determining 
which  costs  were  to  be  reported  as  BRAC  costs  led  to  inconsistencies  in 
what  kinds  of  projects  were  counted  as  BRAC  implementation  costs.  By 
clarifying  in  guidance  what  is  to  be  included  as  a  BRAC  implementation 
cost,  DOD  can  help  ensure  that  it  has  an  accurate  accounting  of  the  final 
costs  for  any  future  BRAC  implementation  and  that  DOD  and  Congress 
are  able  to  determine  how  much  money  is  actually  spent  on  any  future 
BRAC  rounds. 


Conclusions 


BRAC  2005  provided  DOD  with  the  opportunity  to  consolidate 
infrastructure  and  also  to  become  more  efficient  and  effective  in  its 
operations.  To  that  end,  the  recommendations  for  consolidating  and 
developing  joint  training  programs  provided  DOD  with  new  opportunities 
for  furthering  transformation  and  promoting  jointness  to  meet  the  new 
challenges  DOD  faces.  Flowever,  two  of  the  six  recommendations 
focused  on  training  have  led  to  joint  training  rather  than  colocation, 
despite  the  opportunity  to  jointly  train  the  force  as  it  fights.  All  six 
recommendations  were  implemented  as  approved,  but  without  additional 
guidance,  DOD  cannot  ensure  that  it  takes  advantage  of  the  opportunities 
provided  by  BRAC.  If  Congress  approves  a  future  BRAC  round,  DOD  will 
have  another  opportunity  to  promote  jointness  should  the  department 
choose  to  propose  such  recommendations  to  a  future  BRAC 
Commission.  Flowever,  without  specific  guidance  that  the  military  services 
can  use  in  implementing  jointness-focused  recommendations — for 
instance  on  responsibility  for  monitoring  implementation  and  measuring 
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progress — the  department  may  again  face  challenges  in  moving  beyond 
colocation  of  functions. 

In  implementing  the  training-focused  jointness  recommendations  we 
examined,  DODdid  not  collect  baseline  cost  data  for  all  of  the 
recommendations  as  part  of  its  implementation  process,  and  without 
these  data  it  could  not  determine  the  actual  savings,  if  any,  of 
implementing  the  recommendations.  Unless  DOD  develops  baseline  cost 
data  for  the  recommendations  in  any  future  BRAC  rounds,  it  will  be 
unable  to  determine  the  budgetary  effect  of  its  actions.  Given  that  we 
found  some  implementation  costs  were  paid  for  from  other  than  the 
BRAC  2005-specific  accounts,  if  DOD  does  not  clarify  in  guidance  the 
types  of  costs  that  are  to  be  included  as  BRAC  implementation  costs, 
decision  makers  will  lack  reasonable  assurance  that  the  department’s 
cost  data  for  any  future  BRAC  round  recommendations  are  fully  reliable. 


Rprnmmpnrlpitinnc;  fnr  To  make  further  progress  toward  taking  full  advantage  of  the  opportunity 

of  consolidating  training  in  order  to  increase  jointness  following  the 
Executive  Action  implementation  of  the  BRAC  2005  recommendations,  for  the  training 

functions  that  did  not  consolidate  training  beyond  colocation,  we 
recommend  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  direct  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  Personnel  and  Readiness  and  the  Secretaries  of  the  military 
departments  to  provide  guidance  to  the  program  managers  on 
consolidating  training,  if  DOD  decides  that  taking  advantage  of  an 
opportunity  to  increase  jointness  is  still  appropriate. 

To  improve  the  ability  of  the  military  departments  to  take  advantage  of 
any  opportunities  provided  by  recommendations  to  develop  joint  training 
capabilities  in  a  future  BRAC  round,  we  recommend  that  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  direct  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Personnel  and 
Readiness — in  consultation  with  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Energy,  Installations,  and  Environment — to  develop  and  provide  specific 
guidance  for  the  military  departments  to  use  in  implementing 
recommendations  designed  to  consolidate  training  to  increase  jointness. 

To  improve  DOD’s  ability  to  estimate  savings,  if  any,  from  future 
consolidation  of  training — including  any  consolidation  resulting  from  a 
future  BRAC  round — we  recommend  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  direct 
the  military  departments  to  develop  baseline  cost  data. 

To  improve  the  accounting  of  any  future  BRAC  rounds,  we  recommend 
that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  direct  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
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for  Energy,  Installations,  and  Environment  to  issue  guidance  clarifying 
what  costs  should  be  included  in  final  BRAC  accounting. 


Agency  Comments 
and  Our  Evaluation 


We  provided  a  draft  of  this  report  to  DOD  for  review  and  comment.  In 
response,  DOD  non-concurred  with  three  recommendations  and  partially 
concurred  with  one  recommendation. 

In  its  letter,  DOD  stated  that  our  report  misunderstands  DOD’s  approach 
to  joint  and  common  training  and  does  not  completely  recognize  the 
unique  circumstances  of  BRAC  recommendation  development  and 
implementation.  We  recognize  that  there  is  a  difference  between  joint  and 
common  training;  however,  these  BRAC  recommendations,  which  DOD 
proposed  and  the  BRAC  Commission  approved,  emphasized  jointness, 
not  just  common  training.  In  fact,  for  several  of  these  recommendations, 
the  Secretary  of  Defense’s  justification  included  “enhancing  jointness”  as 
part  of  the  rationale,  or  proposed  that  the  recommendation  would  allow 
DOD  to  “train  as  we  fight;  jointly.” 

DOD  further  stated  that  our  report  undervalues  the  importance  of 
providing  DOD  components  flexibility  to  determine  BRAC  costs  and  has  a 
misplaced  emphasis  on  estimating  savings  for  transformational 
recommendations.  We  recognize  the  importance  of  flexibility  among  DOD 
components  for  most  military  decisions;  however,  as  our  report  notes, 
flexibility  in  reporting  BRAC  costs  led  to  inconsistencies  in  reporting  of 
these  costs  across  the  department.  In  addition,  costand  savings 
estimates  are  a  part  of  the  BRAC  process.  Both  DOD  and  the 
Commission  develop  such  estimates  for  each  recommendation  and  did 
so  for  these  six  recommendations.  Moreover,  DOD  emphasized  savings 
in  some  of  the  six  recommendations  in  its  justification  to  the  Commission. 
Specifically,  DOD’s  justification  for  the  Joint  Center  of  Excellence  for 
Culinary  Training  reads  in  part  “It  is  the  military  judgement  of  the  JCSG 
that  consolidation  at  the  location  with  the  largest  amount  of  culinary 
training  produces  the  greatest  overall  military  value  to  the  Department 
through  increased  training  efficiency  at  lower  cost.”  Similarly,  for  the  Joint 
Center  of  Excellence  for  Religious  Training  and  Education,  DOD’s 
justification  to  the  Commission  reads  in  part  “Consolidation  at  Fort 
Jackson,  SC  creates  a  synergistic  benefit  by  having  each  Service’s  officer 
and  enlisted  programs  conducted  in  close  proximity  to  operational  forces. 
Realized  savings  result  from  consolidation  and  alignment  of  similar  officer 
and  enlisted  educational  activities  and  the  merging  of  common  support 
functions.”  Saving  money  in  implementation  of  any  federal  program  is  an 
important  goal.  We  continue  to  believe  that  it  is  important  for  DOD’s  goals 
to  include  saving  money  where  possible. 
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DOD  did  not  concur  with  our  first  recommendation,  to  provide  guidance  to 
the  program  managers  of  the  training  functions  created  under  BRAC 
2005  on  consolidating  training.  In  its  response,  DOD  stated  that  our  report 
misunderstands  the  definition  of  joint  training  and  that  DOD  and  the 
services  are  constantly  seeking  ways  to  improve  training  opportunities  by 
either  consolidating  or  collocating  individual  skills  training.  DOD  further 
stated  that  the  Interservice  Training  Review  Organization  would  be  the 
proper  entity  to  address  the  issues  identified  in  our  report.  In  our  report, 
we  noted  that  the  training  functions  were  reviewed  and  these  reviews  did 
not  find  much  overlap  in  training  between  services.  Several  of  these 
reviews  were  conducted  by  the  Interservice  Training  Review 
Organization.  Further,  one  of  the  purposes  of  several  of  these 
transformational  recommendations  was  to  create  opportunities  to 
enhance  jointness,  as  stated  by  DOD  in  proposing  them  to  the 
Commission.  Enhancing  jointness  would  be  going  a  step  further  than 
colocating  services  and  aspiring  to  consolidate  common  training.  DOD 
also  states  in  its  comments  that  the  Interservice  Training  Review 
Organization  was  involved  in  implementing  the  Chaplain 
recommendation.  Still,  we  found  that,  even  with  this  involvement,  DOD 
did  not  take  advantage  of  opportunities  to  consolidate  training  to  increase 
jointness  in  the  Chaplain  recommendation.  We  also  noted  that,  in  the 
absence  of  guidance  from  DOD,  four  of  the  training  functions  in  our 
review  did  not  make  any  further  effort  to  consolidate  training.  We  continue 
to  believe  that  if  DOD  believes  the  training  functions  in  this  review  would 
benefit  from  more  consolidation  of  training,  it  should  issue  guidance. 

DOD  did  not  concur  with  our  second  recommendation  to  develop  and 
provide  specific  guidance  for  the  military  departments  to  use  in 
implementing  recommendations  designed  to  consolidate  training  to 
increase  jointness  in  the  event  of  future  BRAC  rounds.  DOD  stated  that 
while  consultation  with  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Energy, 
Installations,  and  Environment  would  be  required  within  a  future  BRAC 
round,  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Personnel  and  Readiness 
already  has  the  authority  to  develop  this  guidance.  We  recognize  that  the 
Under  Secretary  has  the  authority  but  as  our  report  points  out,  it  has  not 
exercised  it  in  this  instance,  and  that  guidance  is  needed  to  ensure  that 
DOD  takes  advantage  of  the  opportunities  provided  by  BRAC. 

DOD  did  not  concur  with  our  third  recommendation  to  develop  baseline 
cost  data  in  the  event  of  any  future  consolidation  of  training.  DOD  stated 
that  data  calls  for  BRAC  must  ensure  that  the  questions  asked  do  not 
provide  the  personnel  answering  the  questions  insight  into  the  various 
scenarios  being  considered  and  that  all  installations  must  be  treated 
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equally.  Moreover,  DOD  stated  that  this  is  critical  to  maintaining  the 
fairness  and  objectivity  of  the  analysis  by  preventing  the  supplied  data 
from  being  influenced  by  gaining  and  losing  locations.  During  BRAC 
2005,  DOD  estimated  that  it  had  collected  over  25  million  pieces  of  data 
from  hundreds  of  defense  installations  and  presumably  was  able  to  do  so 
in  a  way  that  maintained  fairness  and  objectivity  without  inappropriately 
disclosing  to  personnel  providing  the  information  something  to  which  they 
should  not  be  privy.  DOD  further  stated  that  collecting  baseline  cost  data 
for  training  activities  in  advance  of  an  authorized  BRAC  process  is  not 
effective  because  the  department  will  not  be  able  to  use  previously 
supplied  uncertified  data.  Nothing  in  our  recommendation  requires  DOD 
to  collect  data  prior  to  the  implementation  of  a  future,  authorized  BRAC 
round.  Finally,  DOD  stated  that  it  is  not  clear  that  a  future  BRAC  round 
would  include  joint  training.  However,  baseline  cost  data  is  needed  for 
measuring  either  increased  costs  or  savings  for  changes  to  any  program, 
not  just  joint  training.  Thus,  we  continue  to  believe  that  without  sufficient 
baseline  cost  information,  DOD  will  be  unable  to  determine  the  budgetary 
effect  of  its  actions,  including  demonstrating  cost  savings. 

DOD  partially  concurred  with  our  fourth  recommendation,  to  issue 
clarifying  guidance  regarding  what  costs  should  be  included  in  final  BRAC 
accounting.  DOD  stated  that  micromanaging  every  cost  decision  across 
such  a  vast  program  would  have  been  unreasonable  and  that  ultimately, 
whether  or  not  to  fund  various  requirements  from  the  BRAC  account  was 
a  judgment  call  made  by  military  headquarters  officials.  However,  DOD 
agreed  that  it  would  be  reasonable  to  consider  placing  additional 
emphasis  on  accounting  for  BRAC  costs.  We  agree  that  managing  a 
program  as  large  as  BRAC  is  difficult  and  that  guidance  on  what  costs 
should  be  included  in  the  final  BRAC  accounting  would  help  DOD  to  more 
accurately  report  the  costs  of  implementing  BRAC. 


We  are  sending  copies  of  this  report  to  the  appropriate  congressional 
committees,  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense 
for  Personnel  and  Readiness,  and  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Energy,  Installations,  and  Environment.  In  addition,  the  report  is  available 
at  no  charge  on  our  website  at  http://www.gao.gov. 
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If  you  or  your  staff  have  any  questions  about  this  report,  please  contact 
me  at  (202)  512-4523  or  leporeb@gao.gov.  Contact  points  for  our  Offices 
of  Congressional  Relations  and  Public  Affairs  may  be  found  on  the  last 
page  of  this  report.  GAO  staff  who  made  key  contributions  to  this  report 
are  listed  in  appendix  IV. 


Brian  J.  Lepore,  Director 

Defense  Capabilities  and  Management 
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List  of  Committees 


The  Honorable  John  McCain 
Chairman 

The  Honorable  Jack  Reed 
Ranking  Member 
Committee  on  Armed  Services 
United  States  Senate 

The  Honorable  Thad  Cochran 
Chairman 

The  Honorable  Richard  J.  Durbin 
Ranking  Member 
Subcommittee  on  Defense 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
United  States  Senate 

The  Honorable  Mark  Kirk 
Chairman 

The  Honorable  Jon  Tester 
Ranking  Member 

Subcommittee  on  Military  Construction,  Veterans  Affairs  and  Related 
Agencies 

Committee  on  Appropriations 
United  States  Senate 

The  Honorable  Mac  Thornberry 
Chairman 

The  Honorable  Adam  Smith 
Ranking  Member 
Committee  on  Armed  Services 
House  of  Representatives 

The  Honorable  Rodney  Frelinghuysen 
Chairman 

The  Honorable  Pete  Visclosky 
Ranking  Member 
Subcommittee  on  Defense 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
House  of  Representatives 

The  Honorable  Charlie  Dent 
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Chairman 

The  Honorable  Sanford  Bishop 
Ranking  Member 

Subcommittee  on  Military  Construction,  Veterans  Affairs,  and  Related 
Agencies 

Committee  on  Appropriations 
House  of  Representatives 
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Appendix  I:  List  of  Prior  GAO  Reviews  Related 
to  BRAC  2005,  Related  Recommendations,  and 
DOD  Actions  to  Date 


The  following  table  lists  selected  prior  GAO  reports  on  the  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC)  2005  round,  our  recommendations  in 
those  reports,  the  Department  of  Defense’s  (DOD)  response,  and  DOD’s 
actions  to  date  in  response  to  the  recommendations.  The  24  reports  listed 
contained  69  recommendations.  DOD  concurred  or  partially  concurred 
with  57  of  these  recommendations  and  has  implemented  37  of  them. 
According  to  DOD  officials,  DOD  will  be  unable  to  take  actions  on  many 
of  these  recommendations  until  another  BRAC  round  is  authorized.1 


GAO  recommendation 

Original  DOD  response 

DOD  actions 

GAO-1 5-274 — Military  Base  Realignments  and  Closures:  Process  for  Reusing  Property  for  Homeless  Assistance  Needs 

Improvements  (Mar.  16,2015). 

Update  the  Base  Realignmentand  Closure 
(BRAC)  homeless  assistance  regulations  to 
require  that  conveyance  statuses  be  tracked. 
These  regulatoryupdates  could  include 
requiring  the  Departmentof  Defense  (DOD) 
to  track  and  share  disposal  actions  with  the 
Departmentof  Housing  and  Urban 
Development(HUD)and  requiring  HUD  to 
track  the  status  following  disposal,  such  as 
type  of  assistance  received  by  providers  and 
potential  withdrawals  byproviders. 

Partial  concur.  DOD  stated  that  while  it 
concurs  with  the  value  of  tracking  homeless 
assistance  and  other  conveyances,  it  can  do 
so  withoutany  change  to  existing 
regulations.  DOD  did  not  identify  any  actions 
it  will  take  on  how  to  track  the  homeless 
assistance  conveyances  in  the  absence  of  a 
regulatory  update  and  did  not  indicate  that  it 
would  workwith  HUD  to  update  the 
regulations.  Moreover,  DOD  did  not  explain 
how  program  staff  would  know  to  track  the 
conveyance  status  in  the  absence  of 
guidance  requiring  them  to  do  so. 

Pending.  Awaiting  authorization  of  a 
future  BRAC  round. 

Update  the  BRAC  homeless  assistance 
regulations; establish  information-sharing 
mechanisms,  such  as  a  website  or 
informational  pamphlets;  ordevelop 
templates  to  include 

•  Specificguidance  that  clearly  identifies 
the  information  thatshould  be  provided 
to  homeless  assistance  providers  during 
tours  of  on-base  property,  such  as  the 
condition  of  the  property. 

Partial  concur.  DOD  stated  that  while  it 
already  provides  generic  information  about 
the  property,  the  Local  Redevelopment 
Authorities  (LRA)  and  interested  homeless 
assistance  providers  can  undertake  facility 
assessments  following  the  tours.  However, 
DOD  did  not  provide  additional  detail  or 
explanation  abouthow  it  would  provide 
information  aboutthe  condition  of  the 
property  or  access  to  it. 

Pending.  Awaiting  authorization  of  a 
future  BRAC  round. 

categorize  DOD  actions  pending  if  DOD  had  described  actions  underwaythat  had 
not  been  completed  or  DOD  had  not  yet  identified  action  it  would  take  in  response  to  a 
recommendation  that  it  concurred  or  partially  concurred  with. 
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Appendix  I:  List  of  Prior  GAO  Reviews  Related 
to  BRAC  2005,  Related  Recommendations,  and 
DOD  Actions  to  Date 


GAO  recommendation 

Original  DOD  response 

DOD  actions 

•  Information  for  homeless  assistance  Non-concur.  DOD  stated  that  the  existing  Pending.  Awaiting  authorization  of  a 

providers  to  use  in  preparing  their  notices  regulatoryguidance  is  adequate  for  future  BRAC  round, 

of  interest;  providers’  expressions  of  interestgiven  that 

these  express  ions  evolve  as  the 
redevelopment  planning  effort  proceeds  and 
they  learn  moreaboutthe  property. 


Guidance  for  legallybinding  agreementsand  Partial  concur.  DOD  did  not  committo  Pending.  Awaiting  authorization  of  a 
clarification  on  the  implicationsofunsigned  taking  any  actions  to  provide  this  information  future  BRAC  round, 
agreements;  and  and  instead  noted  that  any  action  should 

ensure  thata  legallybinding  agreement 
does  notbind  DOD  to  disposal  actions  it  is 
unable  to  carry  out.  DOD  further  noted  that 
the  purpose  ofthe  legallybinding  agreement 
is  to  provide  remedies  and  recourse forthe 
LRA  and  provider  in  carrying  out  an 
accommodation  following  propertydisposal. 


Specific  information  on  legal  alternatives  to 
providing  on-base  property,  including 
acceptable  alternative  options  such  as 
financial  assistance  oroff-base  property  in 
lieu  of  on-base  property,  information  about 
rules  ofsaleforon-base  property  conveyed  to 
homeless  assistance  providers, and  under 
what  circumstances  it  is  permissible  to  sell 
property  for  affordable  housing  alongside  the 
no-costhomeless  assistance  conveyance. 


Non-concur.  DOD  stated  that  providers 
maybe  considered  onlyth  rough  specific 
expressionsofinterestin surplus  BRAC 
property,  and  these  suggested  alternatives 
maybe  considered  only  within  the  context  of 
what  is  legally  perm  issible  given  the  specific 
circumstances  ateach  installation. 


Pending.  Awaiting  authorization  of  a 
future  BRAC  round. 


GAO-14-577 — DOD  Joint  Bases:  Implementation  Challenges  Demonstrate  Need  to  Reevaluate  the  Program  (Sept.  19,  2014). 


Evaluate  the  44  supportfunctions  identified  in 
DOD’s  guidance  forjointbase  implementation 
to  determine  which  functions  are  still  suitable 
for  consolidation.  Subsequently,  identify  and 
make  any  changes  thatare  appropriate  to 
address  limitations  reported  bythe  jointbases 
in  consolidating  installation-supportfunctions, 
such  as  limitations  related  to  workforces  and 
geography. 


Concur.  DOD  stated  that  it  had  already 
removed  some  installation-supportfunctions 
from  joint  basing  because  they  were  not 
compelled forinclusion  as  partofthe  BRAC 
recommendation  and  otherwise  did  notoffer 
opportunities  forsavings  orconsolidation.  It 
further  stated  that  in  April  2014,  the  Senior 
Joint  Base  Working  Group  principals  tasked 
their  staffs  to  identify  which  installation 
supportfunctions  and  performance 
standards  were  notproviding  value  to  the 
jointbases’  various  militarymissions  and  to 
explore  whetherthese  functions  and 
standards  should  continue  to  be  included  in 
jointbasing.  DOD  did  not  provide  time 
frames  forcompleting  such  actions. 


Pending.  In  July  201 5,  an  OSD  official 
stated  that  DOD  will  not  revise  the  12 
memorandums  of  agreement  for  the 
existing  jointbases  to  show  that  some 
ofthe  functions  should  notbe 
consolidated  butare  using  an 
abbreviated  list  of  functions — excluding 
the  functions  we  identified  as  poor 
candidates  forconsolidation — in 
evaluating  the  viability  of  new  joint 
bases. 
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Appendix  I:  List  of  Prior  GAO  Reviews  Related 
to  BRAC  2005,  Related  Recommendations,  and 
DOD  Actions  to  Date 


GAO  recommendation 

Take  policy  actions,  as  appropriate — such  as 
issuing  additional  guidance — to  address  any 
challenges  resulting  in  inefficiencies  and 
inequities  regarding  efforts  to  consolidate 
installation-support  functions — including,  at  a 
minimum,  those  identified  inthis  report. 


Original  DOD  response 

Partial  concur.  DOD  stated  that  it  is  mindful 
of  challenges  in  implementing  and  operating 
jointbases  and  agreed  thatpolicy  actions 
can  address  some  challenges.  However, 
DOD  stated  that  it  does  notagree  that  these 
challenges  require  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  (OSD)  level  policies,  citing  instead 
the  existing  responsibilities  and  authorities 
already  assigned  to  the  military  departments 
and  the  Joint  ManagementOversight 
Structure. 


Evaluate  the  purpose  ofthe  program  and 
determine  whetherDOD’s  currentgoals  of 
achieving  greaterefficiencies  and  generating 
costsavings  for  the  jointbasing  program,  as 
stated  in  the  2005  BRAC  Commission 
recommendation,  are  still  appropriate  or 
whethergoals  should  be  revised,  and 
communicate  these  goals  to  the  military 
services  and  jointbases  and  then  adjust 
program  activities  accordingly. 

Subsequenttothe  evaluation  above,  provide 
direction  to  jointbases  on  theirrequirements 
for  meeting  thejoint  base  program’sgoals. 
DOD’s  leadership  should  workwith  the 
militaryservices  to  determine  whatreporting 
requirementsand  milestonesshould  be  putin 
place  to  increase  supportand  commitmentfor 
the  program’s  goals. 


Non-concur.  DOD  stated  that  the  goal  of 
jointbasing  remains  to  increasethe 
efficiency  of  delivering  installation  support  at 
the  12  jointbases  as  described  in  the  BRAC 
Commission’s  recommendation  number  146. 


Non-concur.  DOD  stated  that  the  joint 
bases  have  been  fully  operational  since 
October  2010  and  have  proven  that  they  can 
deliver  measurable  and  tangible  savings 
across  the  installation-support  portfolio. 
Therefore,  DOD  stated  that  it  does  not 
believe  OSD  should  establish  program 
milestones. 


DOD  actions 

Pending.  In  July  201 5,  an  OSD  official 
told  us  that  DOD  is  taking  action  on  our 
recommendation  to  address  any 
challenges  resulting  in  inefficiencies  and 
inequities  regarding  efforts  to 
consolidate  installation-support 
functions.  DOD  has  drafted  a  joint 
basing  handbook,  which  has  been 
signed  by  the  Ar  Force  and  the  Navy,  to 
address  inconsistentservice-level 
guidance.  In  addition,  the  Senior 
Installation  Management  Group  now 
meets  quarterlyto  handle  conflicts  and 
disputes  between  service  policies  and 
to  address  anychallenges  resulting  in 
inefficiencies  and  inequities  regarding 
efforts  to  consolidate  installation- 
support  functions. 

None  planned.  As  of  November2015, 
DOD  stated  that  no  action  is  expected. 


None  planned.  As  of  November2015, 
DOD  stated  that  no  action  is  expected. 
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Appendix  I:  List  of  Prior  GAO  Reviews  Related 
to  BRAC  2005,  Related  Recommendations,  and 
DOD  Actions  to  Date 


GAO  recommendation  Original  DOD  response  DOD  actions 

GAO-14-630 — Defense  Health  Care  Reform :  Actions  Needed  to  Help  Realize  Potential  CostSavingsfrom  Medical  Education  and 
Training  (July  31 , 2014). 


The  AssistantSecretaryof  Defensefor  Health 
Affairs  should  direct  the  Directorof  the 
Defense  Health  Agency  (DHA)  to  conducta 
fully  developed  business  case  analysis  forthe 
Education  and  Training  Directorate’s  reform 
effort.  In  this  analysis  the  Directorshould 

Identify  the  cost-related  problem  that  it  seeks 
to  address  byestablishing  the  Education  and 
Training  Directorate, 

Explain  how  the  processes  ithas  identified 
will  address  the  cost-related  problem,  and 

Conductand  documentan  analysis  of 
benefits,  costs, and  risks. 


Concur.  DOD  stated  that  Medical  Education 
and  Training  is  the  only  shared  service  that 
has  never  had  any  type  of  oversight  by  the 
Office  of  the  AssistantSecretaryof  Defense 
for  Health  Affairs  or  the  pre-DHATRICARE 
Management  Activity. 


Pending.  In  a  September2014  letter, 
the  AssistantSecretaryof  Defensefor 
Health  Affairs  stated  that  baseline 
costing  would  be  a  key  componentof 
the  Medical  Education  and  Training 
Directorate’s  strategic  plan  and  would 
be  presented  in  the  form  of  a 
“deliverable”  in  moving  forward  to  the 
Directorate’s  final  operating  capability. 
The  letter  also  noted  that  an  inventory 
of  all  education  and  training  products 
and  services  within  the  Military  Health 
System  will  be  undertaken  shortly,  and 
that  this  had  never  been  accomplished 
before.  However,  the  letter  did  not 
specifically  address  the  development  of 
metrics  to  assess  achievementofany 
costsavings  as  we  recom mended.  As 
of  September2015,  no  further  actions 
have  been  taken. 


Develop  baseline  costinformation  as  partof 
DHA’s  metrics  to  assess achievementofcost 
savings. 


Concur.  DOD  stated  that  Medical  Education 
and  Training  is  the  only  shared  service  that 
has  never  had  any  type  of  oversight  by  the 
Office  of  the  AssistantSecretaryof  Defense 
for  Health  Affairs  or  the  pre-DHATRICARE 
Management  Activity. 


Pending.  According  to  a  September 
2014  letter  from  the  AssistantSecretary 
of  Defensefor  Health  Affairs,  the 
completion  of  a  business  case  analysis 
will  be  a  key  componentofthe 
Directorate’s  strategic  plan  and  will  be 
presented  in  the  form  of  a  “deliverable” 
to  achieve  its  final  operating  capability. 
The  letter  did  notspecificallyidentifythe 
cost-related  problem  that  DOD  seeks  to 
address  byestablishing  the  Directorate 
nordid  itspecificallystate  if  this  would 
be  addressed  in  its  business  case 
analysis  underdevelopmentas  we 
recommended.  As  of  September2015, 
no  further  actions  have  been  taken. 
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Appendix  I:  List  of  Prior  GAO  Reviews  Related 
to  BRAC  2005,  Related  Recommendations,  and 
DOD  Actions  to  Date 


GAO  recommendation 

Original  DOD  response 

DOD  actions 

GAO-14-538 — Defense  Infrastructure:  DOD  Needsto  Improve  Its  Efforts  to  Identify  Unutilized  and  Underutilized  Facilities  (Sept.8, 
2014). 

Establishastrategicplanas  partofa  results- 
oriented  management  framework  that 
includes, among  otherthings,  long-term 
goals,  strategies  to  achieve  the  goals,  and 
use  of  metrics  to  gauge  progress  to  manage 
DOD’s  real  property  and  to  facilitate  DOD’s 
ability  to  identify  all  unutilized  or  underutilized 
facilities  for  potential  consolidation 
opportunities. 

Concur.  DOD  stated  that  a  strategy  review 
is  currently  underway  with  initial  guidance 
and  initiatives. 

Pending.  In  response  to  a  requirement 
underthe  Office  of  Managementand 
Budget’s  (OMB)  Reduce  the  Footprint 
policy,  DOD  officials  told  us  in  July  2015 
that  they  had  developed  a  draft  DOD 

Real  Property  Efficiency  Plan  that 
describes  DOD’s  strategic  and  tactical 
approach  to  managing  its  real  property 
effectively  and  efficiently.  Officials 
stated  that  this  draft  plan  would  also 
address  our  recommendation  in 
September2014thatDOD  establisha 
strategic  plan  to  manage  it’s  real 
property  and  to  facilitate  its  ability  to 
identify  potential  consolidation  and 
disposal  opportunities.  This  plan  has  not 
been  finalized  and  implemented.  As  of 
October  201 5,  an  official  from  the  Office 
of  the  AssistantSecretary  of  Defense 
for  Energy,  Installations,  and 
Environmentstated  that  the  plan  is  still 
under  review  and  has  not  been  provided 
to  OMB.  The  official  did  not  have  an 
estimate  for  when  the  plan  will  be 
finalized  and  im  plemented.  Officials  also 
stated  that  a  recently  developed  draft 
guide  for  calculating  facility  utilization 
should  complementthe  draft  plan  in 
improving  utilization  data  to  better 
identify  excess  facilities. 

GAO-1 3-436 — Defense  Infrastructure:  Communities  Need  Additional  Guidance  and  Information  to  Improve  TheirAbilityto  Adjust  to 
DOD  Installation  Closure  or  Growth  (May  14,  2013). 

Direct  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  issue 
guidance,  consistent  with  DOD  guidance,  on 
specific  levels  of  maintenance  to  be  followed 
in  the  event  of  a  base  closure,  based  on  the 
probable  reuse  of  the  facilities . 

Concur.  DOD  stated  that  the  Army  agrees 
to  publish  propertymaintenance  guidance 
priorto  closing  installations  in  the  event  of 
future  base  closures. 

Pending.  Awaiting  authorization  of  a 
future  BRAC  round.  In  July  201 5,  DOD 
stated  that  the  Army  has  agreed  to 
publish  propertymaintenance  guidance 
priorto  closing  installations  in  the  event 
of  future  base  closures.  There  have 
been  no  additional  base  closuressince 
the  date  of  the  report. 
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GAO  recommendation 

Original  DOD  response 

DOD  actions 

Direct  the  Secretaries  ofthe  Army,  the  Navy, 
and  the  Air  Force  to  considerdeveloping  a 
procedure  for  collecting  service  members’ 
physical  addresses  while  stationed  at  an 
installation,  annuallyupdating  this 
information, and  sharing  aggregate 
information  with  community  representatives 
relevant  for  local  planning  decisions,  such  as 
additional  population  perzip  code,  consistent 
with  privacy  and  force  protection  concerns. 

Partial  concur.  DOD  stated  that  it  agrees 
that  information  pertaining  to  the  physical 
location  of  installation  personnel  helps 
affected  communities  plan  forhousing, 
schools,  transportation  and  other  off-post 
requirements  and  thatexisting  policy 
requires  the  militarydepartments  to  share 
planning  information  with  states  and 
communities.  DOD  also  stated  that  in  the 
event  of  future  basing  decisions  affecting 
local  communities,  itwill  work  with  the 
militarydepartments  toassessand 
determine  the  bestmeans  to  obtain, 
aggregate,  and  distribute  this  information  to 
help  ensure  thatadequate  planning 
information  is  made  available. 

None  planned.  In  July  201 5,  DOD 
stated  that  there  is  no  immediate  need 
to  undertake  these  efforts. 

Direct  the  Secretaries  ofthe  Army  and  the  Air 
Force  to  considercreating  ordesignating  a 
civilian  position  atthe  installation  level  to  be 
the  focal  pointand  provide  continuityfor 
communityinteractionforfuture  growth 
installations  and  to  considerestablishing  such 
a  position  atall  installations. 

Partial  concur.  DOD  stated  that  it  agrees 
with  the  need  for  a  designated  position  at 
the  installation  level  and  will  ensure  that 
each  military  departmentis  meeting  this 
need  through  current  practices.  DOD  also 
stated  that  many  growth  installation  officials 
already  serve  as  “ex-officio  members”  ofthe 
community’s  growth  management 
organizations  and  communityofficials  agree 
that  this  has  been  quite  valuable  for  both  the 
departmentand  affected  growth 
communities. 

Pending.  Awaiting  authorization  of  a 
future  BRAC  round.  In  July  2015,  DOD 
stated  that  in  the  event  the  Department 
of  Defense  proceeds  with  future 
realignments  thatcould  resultin  a 
reduced  footprint,  there  are  provisions 
for  Base  Transition  Coordinators  to  be 
designated  as  liaisons  with  affected 
communities.  In  the  event  thesefuture 
realignments  resultin  an  expanded 
footprint  or  personnel  growth,  the 
departmentwould  considerthis 
recommendation  atthattime. 

GAO-13-149 — Military  Bases:  Opportunities  Exist  to  Improve  Future  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  Rounds  (Mar.  7,  2013). 

Work  with  the  militaryservices,  defense 
agencies,  and  otherappropriate  stakeholders 
to  improve  the  process  forfully  identifying 
recommendation-specific  military  construction 
requirements  and  ensuring  thatthose 
requirements  are  entered  into  the  Costof 

Base  RealignmentActions  (COBRA)  model 
and  not  understated  in  implementation  cost 
estimates  priorto submitting 
recommendations  to  the  BRAC  Commission. 

Non-concur.  DOD  stated  that  the  primary 
advantage  of  COBRA  is  to  provide  real-time 
comparison  ofscenariostoaid  analysis  and 
decision  making,  notto  develop  budget- 
quality  estimates. 

None  planned.  As  of  November2015, 
DOD  stated  that  no  action  is  expected. 

Establish  a  processforensuring  that 
information  technology  requirements 
associated  with  candidate  recommendations 
that  are  heavily  relianton  such  technology 
have  been  identified  to  the  extent  required  to 
accom  plish  the  associated  m  ission,  before 
recommendations  and  costestimatesare 
submitted  to  the  BRAC  Commission. 

Partial  concur.  DOD  acknowledged  that 
information  technologycosts  should  be 
better  estimated  butadded  that  a  separate 
process  is  notnecessaryand  stated  that  it 
can  improve  costestimating  byreevaluating 
the  standard  factors  used  in  COBRA  and  by 
providing  additional  guidance  as 
appropriate. 

Pending.  Awaiting  authorization  of  a 
future  BRAC  round. 
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GAO  recommendation 

Original  DOD  response 

DOD  actions 

Ensure  that,  during  the  developmentand 
comparison  of  BRAC  scenarios,  all 
anticipated  BRAC  implementation  costs — 
such  as  relocating  personnel  and 
equipment — are  considered  and  included  in 
the  COBRA  model  when  comparing 
alternatives  and  generating  cost  estimates. 

Non-concur.  DOD  reiterated  that  COBRA  is 
not  designed  to  develop  budgetquality 
estimates,  norcan  it  reflect  future 
implementation  investmentdecisions  made 
after  BRAC  recommendations  become 
binding  legalobligationsforDOD. 

None  planned.  As  of  November2015, 
DOD  stated  that  no  action  is  expected. 

Take  steps  to  ensure  that  COBRA’S  standard 
factorfor  information  technologyis  updated 
and  based  on  technological  developments 
since  the  mostrecentCOBRA  update. 

Concur. 

Pending.  Awaiting  authorization  of  a 
future  BRAC  round. 

Update  COBRA  guidance  to  require  users  to 
provide  a  narrative  explaining  the  process, 
sources,  and  methods  used  to  develop  the 
data  entered  into  COBRA  to  develop  military 
personnel  position-elimination  savings. 

Concur. 

Pending.  Awaiting  authorization  of  a 
future  BRAC  round. 

Identify  appropriate  measuresof 
effectiveness  and  develop  a  plan  to 
demonstrate  the  extent  to  which  the 
departmentachieved  the  results  intended 
from  the  implementation  ofthe  BRAC  round. 

Non-concur.  DOD  stated  that  military  value 
based  on  force  structure  and  mission  needs 
should  continue  to  be  the  key  driver  for 
BRAC.  DOD  also  stated  that  its  business 
plan  process  is  the  bestwayto  measure 
effectiveness. 

None  planned.  As  of  November2015, 
DOD  stated  that  no  action  is  expected. 

Establish  a  targetfor  eliminating  excess 
capacity  in  its  initiating  guidance  to  high-level 
department-wide  leadership,  consistentwith 
the  BRAC  selection  criteria  chosen  fora 
future  BRAC  round. 

Non-concur.  DOD  stated  that  goals  or 
overarching  capacity  targets  would  subvert 
the  intent  of  the  BRAC  statute  to  develop 
recommendations  based  on  militaryvalue 
and  would  preclude  examination  ofa  full 
array  of  closure  and  realignmentoptions. 

None  planned.  As  of  November2015, 
DOD  stated  that  no  action  is  expected. 

Limitthe  practice  of  bundling  manypotential  Non-concur.  DOD  does  not  believe  that  None  planned.  As  of  November2015, 

stand-alone  realignments  orclosures  into  bundling  is  problematicand  stated  thatthe  DOD  stated  that  no  action  is  expected, 

single  recommendations.  examples  we  cited  had  been  bundled 

because  they  shared  a  common  mission  and 
purpose, and  bundling  maximized  military 
value.  The  practice  of  bundling  can  limit 
visibility  into  the  estimated  costs  and  savings 
for  individual  closures  or  realignments  that 
are  elements  ofthe  bundle  and  can  make 
the  Com m  ission’s  review  more  difficult, 
although  DOD  disputed  this  latter  point.  The 
2005  BRAC  Commission’s  executive  staff 
told  us  that  bundling  made  theirreview  more 
difficult  because  they  needed  to  deconstruct 
the  bundleto  assess whetheranychanges 
were  necessary.  In  some  cases  bundling  is 
warranted,  and  it  is  for  this  reason  that  we 
recommended  limiting  the  practice,  not 
prohibiting  it. 
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GAO  recommendation 


Original  DOD  response 


DOD  actions 


If  DOD  determines  thatbundling  multiple 
realignments  orclosures  into  one 
recommendation  is  appropriate,  itemize  the 
costs  and  savings  associated  with  each  major 
discrete  action  it  its  report  to  the  BRAC 
Commission. 


Partial  concur.  DOD  stated  that  where 
appropriate,  the  departmentcould  highlight 
costand  savings  associated  with  major 
actions,  and  that  action  would  meetthe 
intent  of  our  recommendation. 


Pending.  Awaiting  authorization  of  a 
future  BRAC  round. 


Developa  processtoensurethatanydata-  Concur.  Pending.  Awaiting  authorization  of  a 

security  issues  are  resolved  in  time  to  provide  future  BRAC  round. 

all  information  to  the  BRAC  Commission  in  a 

timely  manner  by  conducting  a  security 

review  of  all  BRAC  data  during  DOD’s 

recommendation  development  process,  to 

include  a  review  of  the  aggregation  of 

unclassified  data  for  potential  security 

concerns  and  possible  classification,  if 

necessary. 

GAO-13-134 — DOD  Joint  Bases:  Management  Actions  Needed  to  Achieve  Greater  Efficiencies  (Nov.  16,  2012). 


Develop  and  implementa  plan  that  provides 
measurable  goals  linked  to  achieving  savings 
and  efficiencies  atthe  joint  bases  and  provide 
guidance  to  the  joint  bases  thatdirects  them 
to  identify  opportunities  forcostsavings  and 
efficiencies.  DOD  should  ata  minimum 
considerthe  items  identified  in  its 
recommendation  to  the  2005  BRAC 
Commission  as  areas  forpossible  savings 
and  efficiencies,  including 

•  paring  unnecessarymanagement 
personnel, 

•  consolidating  and  optimizing  contract 
requirements, 

•  establishing  a  single  space  management 
authority  to  achieve  greater  utilization  of 
facilities, and 

•  reducingthe  numberof  basesupport 
vehicles  and  equipment. 


Non-concur.  DOD  said  that  such  targets 
would  burden  and  restrict  the  authority  of 
local  commanders  to  manage  the  mergerof 
the  formerly  stand-alone  bases  into  joint 
bases  while  implementing  new 
organizational  structures,  which  would 
unnecessarily  risk  negative  effects  to 
mission  supportwhen  operational 
effectiveness  of  the  bases  is  paramount. 
DOD  stated  that  the  departmentshould 
continue  its  patientapproach  to  obtaining 
savings  and  efficiencies  atjointbases, 
because  it  is  working.  All  of  the  Air  Force-led 
jointbases  reduced  civilian  positions,  and 
the  Navy  chose  notto  fill  all  of  its  civilian 
vacancies.  Finally,  the  creation  of  the  joint 
bases  is  equivalentto  the  mergers  of 
corporations  with  very  different  financial 
systems,  manage  me  ntstructu  res,  operating 
procedures, and  cultural  differences.  DOD 
stated  the  im  portance  of  empowering  joint 
base  commanders  to  design,  implement, 
and  adapt  cost  efficient  and  effective 
approaches  to  theirunique  situations  while 
adopting  new  and  cross-cutting  business 
practices, as  incubators  ofinnovation.  DOD 
decided  to  allow  for  an  extended  transition 
period  and  to  defer  near-term  savings . 


None  planned.  As  of  November2015, 
DOD  stated  that  no  action  is  expected. 
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Continue  to  develop  and  refine  the  Cost 
Performance  and  VisibilityFramework  in 
orderto 

•  eliminate  data  rel iability problem s, 

•  facilitate  comparisonsofjointbasing  costs 
with  the  costof  operating  the  separate 
installations  priorto  implementing  joint 
basing, and 

•  identify  and  isolate  the  costs  and  savings 
resulting  from  actions  and  initiatives 
specificallyresulting  from  jointbasing  and 
excluding  DOD-  or  service-wide  actions  and 
initiatives. 


Direct  the  jointbases  to  compile  a  listof  those 
common  standards  in  all  functional  areas 
needing  clarification  and  the  reasons  why 
they  need  to  be  clarified,  including  those 
standards  still  being  provided  orreported  on 
according  to  service-specificstandards  rather 
than  the  common  standard. 


Original  DOD  response 

Partial  concur.  DOD  stated  that  its  Cost 
Performance  and  VisibilityFramework 
already  provides  a  method  to  collect 
quarterly  data  on  performance  toward  the 
Common  OutputLevel  Standards, annual 
data  on  personnel  assigned,  and  funds 
obligated  foreach  jointbase.  However,  DOD 
is  addressing  inconsistencies  in  the  current 
data  captured  in  the  Frameworkand  is 
improving  its  data  reliability  with 
considerable  investmentand  the  expectation 
to  begin  assessing  jointbase  efficiencies  by 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  201 2.  DOD  stated  that 
it  would  be  able  to  make  several 
comparisons-such  as  comparing  the  current 
fiscal  year  financial  and  performance  data 
with  the  baseline  and  previous  year’s 
obligations  and  the  jointbase’s  baseline 
data  with  the  costs  of  operating  the  separate 
installations — priorto  implementing  joint 
basing.  DOD  acknowledged  thatthe 
comparison  ofthe  costs  ofoperating 
separate  installations  would  not  identify  cost 
savings  resulting  solelyfrom  jointbasing  and 
asserted  the  impracticalityof  isolating  and 
distinguishing  jointbasing  costsavings  from 
the  savings  thatresultfrom  DOD-  or  service¬ 
wide  actions  using  the  data  contained  in 
DOD’s  Framework.  Further,  DOD  pointed 
out  that  it  did  not  believe  that  accounting 
systems  were  designed  to  tracksavings  but 
to  track  expenses  and  disbursements. 

Partial  concur.  DOD  stated  that  a  quarterly 
feedback  process  on  the  joint  base  common 
standards  and  an  annual  review  process 
that  incorporates  inputfrom  the  jointbases 
alreadyexist.  Further,  standards  mayneed 
changing  as  priorities  change  and  missions 
evolve,  but  the  current  process  strikes  an 
appropriate  balance  between  the  analytical 
burden  of  repeated  reviews  and  the  need  for 
clarity  and  refinement.  DOD  also  stated  that 
it  believes  that  reviewing  all  the  standards 
simultaneouslydoes  notallow  for  the  depth 
of  analysis  required  to  makesound 
decisions, and  suggested  thatGAO  conduct 
a  qualitative  assessmentofthe  standards, 
because  the  findings  appear  to  be  based  on 
an  anecdotal  assessment. 


DOD  actions 

Complete.  DOD  provided  guidance  to 
the  jointbases  thatresulted  in  improved 
quality  of  the  data  obtained  forfiscal 
year  2012.  Subsequently,  DOD 
performed  an  analysis  comparing  this 
improved  operating  costdata  with  what 
it  had  projected  would  be  the  costs  of 
operating  the  separate  installations  if 
the  jointbases  had  notbeen  created. 
This  analysis  showed  thatthe  joint 
bases  were  saving  moneyrelative  to  the 
costs  ofoperating  the  separate 
installations.  Togetherthese  actions 
metthe  intent  of  our  recommendation 
and  provided  DOD  with  an  improved 
picture  of  the  costof  operating  the  joint 
bases  as  well  as  a  comparison  ofthe 
costof  operating  the  jointbases  with  the 
costof  operating  the  separate 
installations. 


None  planned.  As  of  November2015, 
DOD  stated  that  no  action  is  expected. 
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Original  DOD  response 

DOD  actions 

Amend  the  OSD  jointstandards  review 
process  to  prioritize  review  and  revision  of 

Partial  concur.  See  above. 

None  planned.  As  of  November2015, 
DOD  stated  that  no  action  is  expected. 

those  standards  most  in  need  of  clarification 
within  this  list. 


Develop  a  common  strategyto  expand 
routine  communication  between  the  joint 
bases,  and  between  the  joint  bases  and  OSD, 
to  encouragejointresolution ofcommon 
challenges  and  sharing  of  best  practices  and 
lessons  learned. 


Partial  concur.  DOD  stated  that  it  believed 
there  were  already  mechanisms  in  place  to 
facilitate  routine  communication  between  the 
jointbases,as  well  as  between  OSD  and  the 
jointbases,and  that  it  is  increasing  those 
opportunities.  DOD  listed  the  various 
opportunities  ithas  forsharing  joint  basing 
information,  including  yearlyjoint  base  site 
visits  and  an  annual  management  review 
meeting  with  the  jointbase  commanders. 


Complete.  DOD  added  an  annual 
meeting  beginning  in  February2013for 
Joint  Base  commanders  to  discuss 
issues  the  bases  are  facing,  and  in 
August  201 3  distributed  contact 
information  forall  Joint  Base 
commanders  and  DeputyJointBase 
commanders  to  each  of  the  jointbases. 
As  a  result,  joint  bases  have  had 
expanded  opportunities  to  share 
information  on  bestpractices  and 
lessons  learned  and  to  resolve  com  mon 
challenges.  In  part  becausetheannual 
Joint  Base  commander’s  meeting  takes 
place  as  part  of  an  annual  program 
review  meeting  with  OSD,  together 
these  actions  address  the  intentofthis 
recommendation. 


Develop  guidance  to  ensure  thatall  the  joint 
bases  develop  and  provide  training  materials 
to  incoming  personnelon  how  installation 
services  are  provided  on  jointbases. 

signed  offon  by  the  Air  Force  and  the 
Navy,  to  address  inconsistentservice 
level  guidance.  In  addition,  the  Senior 
Installation  Management  Group  now 
meets  quarterlyto  handle  conflicts 
between  service  policies  and  to  address 
any  challenges  that  have  resulted  in 
inefficiencies  and  inequities  regarding 
efforts  to  consolidate  installation- 
support  functions. 


Partial  concur.  DOD  stated  that  it  would 
ensure  thateach  of  the  services  is  providing 
training  materials  to  incoming  personnel; 
however,  jointbase  commanders  need 
flexibility  to  tailortraining  to  the  needs  of 
their  installations. 


Pending.  In  July  201 5,  an  OSD  official 
told  us  that  OSD  is  taking  action  on  our 
recom  mendation  to  develop  and  provide 
training  materials  to  incoming  jointbase 
personnel.  DOD  has  drafted  a  joint 
basing  handbook,  which  has  been 
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GAO-11-814 — Excess  Facilities:  DOD  Needs  More  Complete  Information  and  a  Strategy  to  Guide  Its  Future  Disposal  Efforts  (Sept. 
19,2011). 

Develop  and  implementa  methodologyfor 
calculating  and  recording  utilization  data  for 
all  types  of  facilities,  and  modify  processes  to 
update  and  verify  the  accuracy  of  reported 
utilization  data  to  reflect  a  facility’s  true  status. 

inventory  data  requirements  such  as 
including  accurate  data  submission  in 
real-time  ornearreal-time,and  the 
creation  of  a  Real  Property  Accountable 
Officer  who  is  responsible  for  property 
inventory  atthe  installation  level.  DOD’s 
corrective  action  plan  and  updated 
policy  address  ourconcerns  with 
calculating,  recording,  updating,  and 
verifying  the  accuracy  of  utilization  data. 


Partial  concur.  DOD  has  alreadybegun  Complete.  In  January2014,the  Under 
some  efforts  to  improve  its  utilization  data  Secretary  of  Defense  (Acquisition, 
and  will  to  develop  and  implement  Technologyand  Logistics)  issued  an 

appropriate  procedures.  DOD  did  notspecify  update  to  DOD’s  policyon  inventory 
what  actions  ithas  completed  to  date  or  its  and  accountabilityof  real  property 
timeframes forcompletion.  assets.  Itincludes  proceduresfor 


Develop  strategies  and  measures  to  enhance 
the  managementof  DOD’s  excess  facilities 
after  the  current  demolition  program  ends, 
taking  into  account  external  factors  that  may 
affect  future  disposal  efforts. 


Concur.  DOD  stated  that  it  will  work  with  the 
militarydepartments  to  continue  to  develop 
and  implementthe  mosteffective  and 
efficient  methods  to  eliminate  excess 
facilities  and  excess  capacity,  but  it  did  not 
provide  any  details  orspecifictimeframes 
for  these  efforts. 


Complete.  The  services  have 
incorporated  demolition  into  their 
installation  planning  and  other  facility 
space  managementprograms.  For 
example,  the  Air  Force  has  incorporated 
demolition  as  a  keyfeature  in  its 
ongoing  initiative  to  consolidate  space 
and  personnel,  and  to  achieve  a  20 
percent  reduction  in  its  property 
inventory  by  2020.  Also,  DOD  is  more 
proactively  managing  its  processes  to 
meethistoric  preservation  requirements, 
to  address  environmental  preservation 
concerns, and  to  expedite  completion  of 
required  environmental  mitigation. 
Further,  the  services  have  begun 
implementing  a  policyin  line  with  a 
January2014  update  to  DOD’s  policy 
on  inventory  and  accountabilityof  real 
property  assets,  which  clarified  the  roles 
and  responsibilities ofthe  officer 
responsible formanaging  property 
inventory  atthe  installation  level, 
including  the  requirement  to  ensure  that 
all  disposal  records  are  accurately 
recorded. 
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GAO-1 1-165 — Defense  Infrastructure:  High  Level  Federal  Interagency  Coordination  Is  Warranted  to  Address  Transportation  Needs 
Beyond  the  Scope  of  the  Defense  Access  Roads  Program  (Jan.  26,  2011). 


Update  regulations  and  clarifyguidancefor 
the  Defense  Access  Roads  certification  and 
funding  process;  develop  working-level 
guidance  for  potential  program  users;and 
effectively  communicate  the  regulations  and 
working-level  guidance  to  all  federal,  state, 
and  local  stakeholders. 


Partial  concur.  DOD  stated  that  although  it 
will  work  with  the  Departmentof 
Transportation  to  update  Defense  Access 
Roads  regulations  and  clarifyguidance,  it 
believes  that  sufficient  guidance  for  and 
awareness  of  the  program  exists. 


Complete.  In  response  to  our 
recommendation, in  August2012  DOD 
and  the  Departmentof  Transportation 
agreed  to  more  closelycoordinate 
approaches  to  transportation  issues. 
Additionally,  in  March  2013,  DOD 
officials  stated  that,  based  on  the  results 
of  coordinating  a  potential  change  to  the 
Defense  Access  Roads  eligibility 
criteria,  leadership  determined  thatthe 
bestapproach  would  be  to  direct  the 
Defense  Access  Roads  program  to 
update  its  guidance  to  ensure  thatthe 
existing  criteria  are  applied  flexibly,  as 
has  been  the  case  for  urban  areas 
during  the  implementation  of  BRAC 
2005.  Lastly,  in  June  2013,  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  (Acquisition, 
Technologyand  Logistics)  issued  a 
memo  directing  the  Defense  Access 
Roads  Program  to  update  its  guidance. 
In  addition,  the  Military  Surface 
Deploymentand  Distribution  Command 
Defense  Access  Roads  Program  office 
has  begun  communicating  directlywith 
the  commanders  of  each  growth 
installation  to  address  previously 
reported  issues  regarding  unawareness 
of  the  Defense  Access  Roads  Program. 
These  actions  will  allow  program 
guidance  to  be  updated  to  include  the 
program’s  procedures  and  will  ensure 
that  the  guidance  is  effectively 
communicated  to  all  stakeholders  so 
that  the  program  can  be  used  to  its 
fullestextent. 
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Complete.  In  response  to  this 
recommendation,  DOD  hosted  a 
meeting  ofthe  Economic  Adjustment 
Committee  in  August2012to  examine 
Defense  Access  Roads  funding  and 
coordination  issues.  An  outcome  of  that 
meeting  was  consensus  that,  as  DOD 
develops  future  re-stationing  decisions, 
greatercoordination  with  local  planning 
entities  is  essential  to  assessing  effects 
on  transportation.  In  June  2013,  the 
Undersecretary  of  Defense 
(Acquisition, Technologyand  Logistics) 
issued  a  letterto  the  congressional 
defense  committees  detailing  the 
proposed  plan  forimproving  the 
Defense  Access  Roads  Program.  As 
stated  in  the  plan,  DOD’s  goal  is  to 
improve  the  assessment  of  effects  on 
transportation;  enhance  collaboration 
with  planning  entities;  expand  the  range 
of  mitigation  measures,  including  joint 
funding  opportunities;  and  promote 
additional  measures  formanaging 
transportation  demand .  These  actions 
will  allow  for  the  effective  interagency 
and  intergovernmental  coordination  that 
is  needed  to  help  address  the  unmet 
transportation  needs  ofdefense- 
affected  communities. 

GAO-10-725R — Military  Base  Realignments  and  Closures:  DOD  is  Taking  Stepsto  Mitigate  ChallengesbutlsNotFully  Reporting 
Som  e  Additional  Costs  (July21,2010). 

Take  steps  to  capture  and  appropriately 
report  to  Congress  anyBRAC-reiated 
implementation  costs  thatare  funded  from 
outside  the  BRAC  process. 


the  costs  and  savings  of  BRAC  2005  by 
submitting  a  final  BRAC  financial 
display  that  captures  all  BRAC  related 
expenditures  (both  inside  and  outside 
the  BRAC  account),  which  will  give 
Congress  more  visibilityover  all  BRAC 
implementation  costs. 


Concur.  DOD  noted  that  it  is  in  the  process 
of  drafting  new  BRAC  guidance,  which  will 
direct  the  services  and  defense  agencies  to 
provide  a  final  accounting  for  all  BRAC  costs 
(both  inside  and  outside  ofthe  account), 
among  otheritems,. 


Complete.  On  August5,  2010, the 
Deputy  Undersecretaryof  Defense 
(Installations  and  Environment) issued  a 
guidance  memo  to  the  militaryservices 
and  DOD  agencies  requiring  all  BRAC 
business  plan  managers  to  fully  capture 


Routinelycoordinate  with  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  to  meetregularly,  identify  all 
existing  federal  transportation  funding 
resources,  and  develop  a  strategy  for 
affording  priority  consideration  forthe  use  of 
thosefunds  and  other  resources  forthe 
benefitof  communities mostseverelyaffected 
by  DOD. 


Partial  concur.  DOD  stated  that  the 
department  would  continue  to  work  closely 
with  the  departmentofTransportation  to 
assist  communities  affected  by  DOD  actions 
but  that  the  DepartmentofTransportation 
does  nothave  discretionaryfunds  that  it  can 
use  to  target  communities  affected  by  DOD, 
and  instead,  state  and  local  communities 
mustadvance  defense-related  transportation 
projects. 
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GAO-1 0-602 — Defense  Infrastructure:  Army  Needs  to  Improve  Its  Facility  Planning  Systems  to  Better  Support  Installations 
Experiencing  Significant  Growth  (June  24, 2010). 

Developand  implementguidancethat 
requires  the  Army  Criteria  Tracking  System  to 
be  updated  as  changes  to  facility  design  and 
criteria  are  made. 

Concur.  DOD  stated  that  the  Army  has 
already  taken  action  to  enhance  the 
accuracy  of  its  planning  systemsto  better 
respond  to  changing  requirements. 

Complete.  In  May  2010  the  Army 
incorporated  the  functionality  of  the 

Army  Criteria  Tracking  System  into  its 
web-based  Real  PropertyPlanning  and 
Analysis  System,  thereby  linking  the  two 
systems  and  ensuring  thatas  one  is 
reviewed  the  other  is  reviewed  and  as 
one  is  updated  the  other  is  updated. 

The  Real  Property  Planning  and 

Analysis  System  is  web  based  and 
changes  can  be  made  in  real  time. 
Similarly,  because  the  Army  Criteria 
Tracking  System  is  now  incorporated 
into  the  Real  Property  Planning  and 
Analysis  System,  the  Army  Criteria 
Tracking  System  is  now  web  based  and 
changes  to  it  can  be  made  in  real  time. 

Developand  implementpoliciesand 
procedures  forlinking  othersys terns,  such  as 
the  Army  Range  Requirements  Model  and  the 
Army  Health  Planning  Agency’s  system,  to 
the  Real  Property  Planning  and  Analysis 
System  in  orderto  eliminate anypotential 
confusion  as  to  the  correct  range  and  medical 
facility  requirements. 

Concur.  DOD  stated  that  it  plans  to  partly 
address  our  recommendation  by  fielding  a 
comprehensive  range  planning  tool. 

Complete.  The  Army  stated  that  as  of 
June  2010,  the  Army  Range 
Requirements  Model  was  being  used  to 
generate  the  range  requirements  in  the 
Real  Property  Planning  and  Analysis 
System  and  that  because  the  Army 
Health  Facility  Planning  Agency  does 
not  have  an  automated  system  to 
generate  requirements,  the  Army  was 
manuallyobtaining  hospital 
requirements  and  inputting  them  into 
the  Real  Property  Planning  and 

Analysis  System.  These  actions 
eliminated  two  sets  of  requirements  for 
ranges  and  hospitals,  reducing  any 
potential  confusion. 
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Develop  a  streamlined  mechanism  to 
expedite  the  flow  of  stationing  information  to 
installations. 

Concur.  DOD  stated  that  the  Army  has 
already  initiated  improvements  in  its  process 
and  is  evaluating  additional  streamlining 
measures. 

Complete.  In  January2012,  DOD 
reported  that  the  Army  continues  to 
enhance  the  flow  of  stationing 
information.  All  unitmoves  are  now 
combined  byinstallation  and  by  fiscal 
year,  significantlyreducing  the  number 
of  actions  being  processed.  In  August 
2010,  the  Army  staff  issued  guidance  to 
the  field  (Installation  Management 
Command)  that  clarified  formal  lines  of 
communication  and  established  protocol 
to  differentiate  between  official  and 
unofficial  taskings,  enabling  installation 
commanders  to  focus  on  approved 
official  actions .  All  stakeholders  are 
better  involved  in  the  early  stages  of 
force  structure  actions,  force  design 
updates, conceptplans, and  leadership 
direction.  In  April  2012,  DOD  reported 
that  a  copy  of  the  August  2010  Army 
staff  guidance  that  clarified  formal  lines 
of  communication  was  provided  to  the 
field  (Installation  Management 
Command). 

Modify  existing  guidance  to  enhance 
communication  between  decision  makers  and 
installations  so  that  installation  facility 
planners  are  notified  when  stationing  actions 
are  changed. 

Concur.  DOD  stated  that  the  Army  has 
already  initiated  improvements  in  its 
communication  processand  thatthe 
departmentis  evaluating  additional 
measures  to  ensure  that  data  integrity  and 
transparencyare  achieved. 

Complete.  In  August2010the  Army 
issued  guidance  to  bettersynchronize 
installations’  participation  in  stationing 
efforts.  Specifically,  the  guidance  (1 ) 
clarified  formal  lines  ofcommunication 
to  ensure  that  all  stakeholders  are 
better  involved  in  the  early  stages  of 
force  structure  actions  and  force  design 
updates  and  (2) established  protocolsb 
enable  communication  between  staffat 
installations  and  Army  Headquarters 
during  stationing  action  implementation 
to  ensure  efficientcompletion  of 
stationing  actions.  As  a  result,  we 
believe  the  Army’s  actions  metthe 
intent  of  our  recommendation. 

GAO-09-703 — Military  Base  Realignments  and  Closures: DOD  Needsto  Update  Savings  Estimates  and  Continue  to  Address 
Challengesin  Consolidating  Supply-Related  Functions  at  Depot  Maintenance  Locations  (July  9,  2009). 

Remove  savings  estimates  thatare  not 
clearlythe  direct resultof  2005  BRAC  actions 
(including  savings  sometimes  referred  to  as 
“BRAC  enabled”). 

Concur.  DOD  stated  that  such  savings 
estimates  will  be  removed  from  savings 
estimates  reported  in  the  August2009 
business  plan  submission. 

Complete.  In  DOD’s  2009  biannual 
Business  Plan,  the  Defense  Logistics 
Agency  had  removed  those  savings 
from  its  estimates. 

Update  its  4-year-old  data  to  reflect  the  most 
recent  estimate  of  inventory  levels  available 
for  consolidation. 

Concur.  DOD  stated  that  it  will  use  the  most 
recent  estimate  of  inventory  levels  available 
and  update  the  savings  calculations  for 
inventory  reductions  in  its  August  2009 
business  plan. 

Complete.  In  DOD’s  2009  biannual 
Business  Plan,  the  Defense  Logistics 
Agency  used  updated  inventory  levels 
in  its  current  estimate  forsavings 
related  to  this  BRAC  recommendation. 
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Apply  current  information  on  the  timing  of 
inventory  consolidations  (specifically,  when 
they  will  begin  and  how  long  they  will  take) 
and  exclude  projected  savings  for 
consolidating  Army  and  Marine  Corps 
inventories  with  the  Defense  Logistics 

Agency. 

Concur.  DOD  stated  that  savings 
calculations  for  projected  inventory 
reductions  will  reflect  the  currentscheduleof 
consolidating  materiel  and  will  be  updated  in 
the  August  2009  business  plan.  Moreover, 
DOD  stated  that  the  update  will  showthatno 
Army  or  Marine  Corps  inventory  is  available 
for  consolidation. 

Complete.  In  DOD’s  August2009 
biannual  Business  Plan,  The  Defense 
Logistics  Agencyused  current 
information  regarding  a  latertimetable 
for  inventory  consolidations  and 
eliminated  anysavings  from  the  Army 
and  Marine  Corps  inventories  since 
there  will  not  be  any  available  to 
consolidate.  The  resulting  savings 
estimate  will  provide  betterinformation 
for  congressional  overs ightand  help 
maintain  public  confidence  in  the  BRAC 
process. 

Revise  and  finalize  an  approved  methodology 
which  implements  these  steps  and  can  be 
consistentlyfollowed  byall  the  services  and 
the  Defense  Logistics  Agency  overtime. 

Concur.  DOD  stated  that  the  new 
calculations  would  be  documented  in  the 
August  2009  business  plan  and  updates  and 
revisions  would  be  incorporated  and  staffed 
by  the  end  of  calendaryear  2009. 

Complete.  According  to  DOD,  in  2010 
and  201 1 ,  the  departmentdocumented 
updates  and  revisions  to  the 
methodologies  for  projecting  or  tracking, 
or  both,  BRAC  savings  associated  with 
the  supply,  storage,  and  distribution 
functions  and  inventories  in  the  Cost 
and  Savings  Tracking  Plan,  which  was 
in  its  second  coordination  cycle. 

GAO-09-336 — Defense  Infrastructure:  DOD  Needs  to  Periodically  Review  Support  Standards  and  Costs  at  Joint  Bases  and  Better 
Inform  Congress  of  Facility  Sustainment  Funding  L/ses(March  30,  2009). 

Periodicallyreview  the  installation  support 
standards  as  experience  is  gained  with 
delivering  installation  supportatthe  joint 
bases  and  make  adjustments,  ifneeded,to 
ensure  that  each  standard  reflects  the  level  of 
service  necessaryto  meet  installation 
requirements  as  economicallyas  possible. 

Partial  concur.  DOD  stated  that  further 
action  to  implementthe  recommendation 
was  not  necessarybecause  the  joint  base 
memorandum  of  agreement  tern  plate 
already  requires  periodic  reviews  to  ensure 
that  installation  supportis  delivered  in 
accordance  with  appropriate,  common, 
output  level  standards. 

Complete.  In  January 201 1 ,  DOD 
stated  that  the  departmentnow  reviews 
the  installation  supportstandards 
annuallyfor  appropriateness, 
applicability,  and  performance.  In 
addition  to  the  annual  review,  the 
departmentimplemented  a  costand 
performance  visibility  framework  under 
which  the  joint  bases  reporthow  well 
the  standards  are  being  met.  DOD 
stated  that  the  reported  information  can 
assistin  determining  whetherany 
adjustments  need  to  be  made  to  the 
standards. 

Periodicallyreview  administrative  costs  as 
joint  basing  is  implemented  to  minimize  any 
additional  costs  and  preventthe  loss  of 
existing  installation  support  efficiencies. 

Partial  concur.  DOD  stated  that  further 
action  to  implementthe  recommendation 
was  not  necessarybecause  it  had  already 
established  a  processto  periodicallyreview 
jointbasing  costs  as  partof  its  planning, 
program,  budgetand  execution  system  and 
that  the  joint  base  memorandum  of 
agreementtemplate  requires  periodic 
reviews  of  effects  on  missions  and 
resources. 

None  planned. 
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Complete  a  detailed  analysis  ofthe  estimated 
installation  support  costs  from  the  initial  joint 
bases  and  report  the  results  ofthe  analysis  to 
Congress  in  thedepartment’sdocuments 
supporting  theadministration’sannual  budget 
submission  orotherdocuments  deemed 
appropriate. 

Partial  concur.  DOD  stated  that  it  is 
collecting  estimated  installation  support  cost 
information  atthe  jointbases  and  that  the 
information  will  be  provided  ifCongress 
requests  it. 

Complete.  In  July  20 1 1 ,  DOD  stated 
that  it  had  established  procedures  for 
collecting  installation  support  costs  at 
the  12  jointbases  and,  by  using  a  cost 
and  performance  visibilityframework, 
the  jointbases  report  costand 
manpowerannuallysixweeks  after  the 

end  of  the  fiscal  year.  According  to 
DOD,  the  information  is  analyzed  in 
conjunction  with  performance  data 
reported  quarterly,  to  get  an  overall 
assessmentof  how  well  the  standards 
for  installation  supportare  being  met 
and  the  costs  associated  with  those 
standards .  DOD  stated  that  it  will 
continue  to  respond  to  requests  for 
information  from  Congress  with  regard 
to  the  joint  basing  initiative. 

Complete.  In  July  201 1 ,  DOD  stated 
that  the  departmentwas  monitoring  the 
budgeting  and  execution  of  facilities 
sustainmentin  orderto  determine  how 
much  of  the  funding  budgeted  for 
sustainment  is  diverted  to  other 
purposes.  DOD  also  stated  that  the 
departmentwas  currentlycollecting 
information  ata  sampling  of  installations 
across  DOD  on  the  sustainmenttasks 
that  are  deferred  in  a  given  year  and 
that  the  information  would  help  inform 
decis  ion-making  with  regard  to  facilities 
sustainment  funding.  Finally,  DOD 
previous  lystated  that  it  would  provide 
Congress  with  information  on  the 
amountof  budgeted  sustainmentfunds 
spenton  other  purposes,  ifCongress 
requests  it. 


Increase  the  attention  given  to  facility  Partial  concur.  DOD  stated  that  it  would 

sustainmentspending  bysummarizing  and  collectand  summarize theamountof 
reporting  to  Congress  the  amountof  budgeted  sustainmentfunds  spenton  other 

budgeted  sustainmentfunds  spenton  other  purposes  and  thatthe  information  would  be 
purposes  in  the  department’s  documents  provided  if  Congress  requested  it. 
supporting  the  administration’sannual  budget 
submission  orotherdocuments  deemed 
appropriate. 
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GAO-09-217 — Military  Base  Realignmentsand  Closures:  DOD  Faces  Challengesin  Implementing  Recommendations  on  Time  and  Is 
Not  Consistently  Updating  Savings  Estimates  (Jan.  30,  2009). 

Modify  the  recently  issued  guidance  on  the 
status  of  BRAC  implementation  to  establish  a 
briefing  schedule  with  briefings  as  frequently 
as  OSD  deems  necessaryto  manage  the  risk 
that  a  particularrecommendation  maynot 
meetthe  statutory  deadline  butat  a  minimum 
at  6-month  intervals  through  the  restof  the 
BRAC  2005  implementation  period,  a 
schedule  thatwould  enable  DOD  to 
continuallyassess  and  respond  to  the 
challenges  identified  bythe  services  and 
defense  agencies  that  could  prevent  DOD 
from  completing  the  implementation  ofa 
recommendation  bySeptember15,201 1. 

Concur.  DOD  noted  that  BRAC  business 
managers  had  and  would  continue  to 
provide  briefings  on  the  status  of 
implementation  actions  associated  with 
recommendations  exceeding  $100  million, 
and  that  these  briefings  provide  a  forum  for 
BRAC  business  managers  to  explain  their 
actions  to  mitigate  challenges. 

Complete.  The  Deputy  Undersecretary 
of  Defense  (Installations  and 
Environment)  issued  a  memo  in 
November2008  requiring  the  military 
services  and  defense  agencies  to 
provide  the  OSD  BRAC  Office  status 
briefings.  According  to  OSD,  the 
briefings  were  needed  to  ensure  senior 
leadership  was  apprised  ofsignificant 
issues  affecting  BRAC  implementation 
bythe  statutorydeadline. The  first 
round  of  status  briefings  took  place  in 
December2008. 

Modify  the  recently  issued  guidance  on  the 
status  of  BRAC  implementation  to  require  the 
services  and  defense  agencies  to  provide 
information  on  possible  mitigation  measures 
to  reduce  the  effects  of  those  challenges. 

Concur.  DOD  noted  that  BRAC  business 
managers  had  and  would  continue  to 
provide  briefings  on  the  status  of 
implementation  actions  associated  with 
recommendations  exceeding  $100  million, 
and  that  these  briefings  provide  a  forum  for 
BRAC  business  managers  to  explain  their 
actions  to  mitigate  challenges. 

Complete.  According  to  DOD,  in  2009 
and  2010,  the  departmentrequired 
business  managers  to  identify  specific 
mitigation  measures  forBRAC 
recommendations  that  have 
construction  projects  thatare  scheduled 
to  complete  within  3  months  ofthe 
statutory  deadline.  The  purpose  of 
these  mitigation  measures  is  to  reduce 
the  riskof  not  completing 
implementation  ofa  recommendation  by 
the  BRAC  deadline.  These  mitigation 
measuresare  identified  and  monitored 
in  a  tracking  tool  to  help  ensure  they  are 
implemented  and  the  risk  is  reduced.  As 
appropriate,  the  DOD  basing  office 
conducts  additional  follow-up  meetings 
with  business  managers forspecific 
issuesorfollows  up  via  othercontacts 
that  occur  between  the  routine  6  month 
briefing  intervals.  This  helps  to  ensure 
DOD  is  making  progress  and 
implementation  of  recommendations  is 
on  track.  As  part  of  this  process,  six 
recommendations  were  identified  as 
having  particularrisk.  DOD  briefed 
thesesixrecommendationsto  key 

Senate  and  House  staff  in  March  2010. 
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GAO  recommendation 

Original  DOD  response 

DOD  actions 

Take  steps  to  improve  compliance  with 

DOD’s  regulation  requiring  updated  BRAC 
savings  estimates. 

Concur.  The  departmentstated  thatit  is 
emphasizing  savings  updates  during  its 
briefings  and  in  all  future  business  plan 
approval  documentation. 

Complete.  On  August5,  2010, the 
Deputy  Undersecretary  of  Defense 
(Installations  and  Environment)  issued  a 
guidance  memo  to  the  m  ilitaryservices 
and  DOD  agencies  regarding  BRAC 

2005  Final  Business  Plans  and  Other 
Reporting  Requirements.  Among  other 
things,  this  guidance  emphasized  to  the 
m  ilitaryservices  and  defense  agencies 
that  it  is  im  perative  that  the  final 
financial  displays  for  BRAC  2005 
contain  updated  projections  of  recurring 
savings. 

GAO-08-665 — Defense  Infrastructure:  High-Level  Leadership  Needed  to  Help  Com  m  unities  Address  Challenges  Caused  byDOD- 
Related Growth  (June  17, 2008). 

Develop  and  im  plement guidance — no  later 
than  the  end  of  fiscal  year  2008 — thatis 
consistentwith  DOD  Directive  541 0.1 2  for  the 
timely,  complete, and  consistent 
dissemination  of  DOD  planning  information 
such  as  estimated  time  lines  and  numbers  of 
personnel  relocating,  as  well  as  demographic 
data  such  as  numbersofschool-aged 
children,  and  update  this  information 
quarterly. 

Concur.  Although  DOD  indicated  it  would 
continue  to  work  with  the  cognizant  DOD 
components  to  ensure  compliance  with  the 
directive,  actions  taken  to  date  have  not 
resulted  in  the  militaryservices’ 
developmentand  implementation  of 
guidance  thatwe  believe  is  necessaryfor 
providing  more  complete  and  consistent 
personnel  relocation  planning  data  to 
affected  communities.  Moreover,  DOD  did 
not  explicitly  say  whatsteps  it  intends  to 
take  to  ensure thatthe  militaryservices  have 
implemented  such  guidance  bythe  end  of 
fiscal  year  2008.  With  respectto  our 
recommended  action  to  provide  information 
updates  on  a  quarterly  basis,  DOD  indicated 
that  not  all  situations  are  conducive  to 
quarterly  updates. 

Complete.  From  Januarythrough 

March  2011,  the  militaryservices  and 
the  head  of  the  Defense  Logistics 
Agency  issued  guidance forthe  timely, 
complete,  and  consistentdissemination 
of  DOD  planning  information,  such  as 
militaryand  civilian  personnel  changes 
and  school-age  children  increases  and 
decreases  in  accordance  with  DOD 
Directive  5410. 12.  Although  DOD 
missed  the  deadline  for  implementing 
our  recommendation,  issuing  this 
guidance  facilitates  the  preparation  of 
effective  plans  to  minimize  the 
economic  impacts  on  communities 
resulting  from  changes  in  defense 
programs. 
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GAO  recommendation 

Original  DOD  response 

DOD  actions 

Complete.  DOD  regularly  reconvened 
the  full  executive  level  Economic 
AdjustmentCommittee  meetings  from 
February 25,  2009  to  September2, 
2010  and  completed  actions  thatmet 
the  intent  of  our  recommendation  by 
establishing  a  clearinghouse  website  in 
December2009tosupportstates  and 
communities  undertaking  local 
economicadjustmentactivity  and 
federal  agencies  working  to  support 
such  activities .  By  reconvening  the  full 
executive  level  EconomicAdjustment 
Com  mittee  and  setting  up  the 
clearinghouse  website,  DOD  increased 
its  ability  to  engage  otherfederal 
agencies  ata  high  level  to  promote 
interagencyand  intergovernmental 
cooperation  and  share  information  on  a 
continual  basis.  DOD  activated  a 
publiclyaccessible  website  in 
December2008 

(www.eaclearinghouse.gov),  managed 
by  the  Office  of  EconomicAdjustment, 
which  contains  information  such  as 
service  m  igration  information, 
information  on  federal  agency 
assistance  programs,  community 
profiles,  and  communityredevelopment 
plans. 

GAO-08-3 1 5 — Military  Base  Realignm  ents  and  Closures:  Higher  Costs  and  Lower  Savings  Projected  for  Implementing  Two  Key 
Supply-Related  BRAC  Recommendations  (March  5,  2008). 

Revise  its  business  plans  to  exclude  all  Non-concur.  DOD  stated  that  while  the  None  planned, 

expected  savings  thatare  not  the  direct  result  $172  million  in  potential  savings  for 
of  BRAC  actions.  implementing  the  supply,  storage,  and 

distribution  recommendation  and  the  $71 
million  in  potential  savings  for  implementing 
the  depot-level  reparable  recommendation 
were  not  directly  the  resultof  BRAC  actions, 
the  estimated  savings  were  enabled  by 
BRAC  actions  and  should  be  attributable  to 
the  recommendations.  According  to  DOD, 
enabled  savings  are  savings  initiatives  that 
were  enhanced  in  some  wayby  the  BRAC 
implementation  actions  (e.g.  increased 
scope,  more  aggressively  pursued,  or 
moved  in  newdirections). 


Implement  Executive  Order  12788  by  holding 
regularmeetings  ofthefull  executive-level 
Economic  Adjustment  Committee  and  by 
serving  as  a  clearinghouse  of  information  for 
identifying  expected  communityeffects  and 
problems,  as  well  as  identifying  existing 
resources  forproviding  economicassistance 
to  communities  affected  by  DOD  activities.  In 
addition,  this  information  should  be  updated 
at  leastquarterly  and  made  easilyavailable  to 
all  interested  stakeholders  atthe  local,  state, 
and  federal  levels. 


Concur.  DOD  stated  that  it  will  develop  an 
information  clearinghouse  that  will  identify 
federal  programs  and  resources  to  affected 
communities,  presentsuccessful  state  and 
local  responses,  and  provide  the  Economic 
AdjustmentCommittee  members  with  a 
basis  to  resource  theirassistance  programs 
Based  on  DOD’s  comments,  it  is  unclearas 
to  whetherDOD,  as  chairofthe  Economic 
AdjustmentCommittee,  intends  to  call  and 
periodicallyhold  meetingsofthe  full 
executive-level  committee  to  provide  the 
high-level  federal  leadership  thatwe  believe 
is  necessaryto  more  effectively  coordinate 
federal  agency  assistance  to  impacted 
communities. 
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GAO  recommendation 

Original  DOD  response 

DOD  actions 

Implement  methodologies  for  periodically  Concur. 

monitoring  and  updating  netsavings  forthe 

supply,  storage,  and  distribution  and  depot- 

level  reparable  recommendations  throughout 

the  implementation  period.  Such 

methodologies, ata  minimum, should  include: 

•  clear  metrics  for  measuring  the 
magnitude  ofactual  costs  and 
savings, 


a  comparison  ofthe  actual  costs  and 
savings  to  the  prior  estimates  to 
coincide  with  the  required 
semiannual  business  plan  updates, 
and 

explanations  for  actual  cost  and 
savings  variances  from  estimates 
presented  in  the  business  plans. 


Complete.  According  to  DOD,  in  2009, 
the  Office  ofthe  Undersecretary  of 
Defense  (Acquisition,  Technologyand 
Logistics)  established  a  standard  DOD 
formatfor  measuring  the  magnitude  of 
actual  costs  and  savings, and  required 
DOD  components  tosubmitbusiness 
plans  in  February  and  August  that 
compared  currentcosts  and  savings 
with  priorestimates  and  justifyany 
changes,  byfunding  category.  The 
Defense  Logistics  Agencyhas  since 
updated  costand  savings  for  BRAC 
recom  mendations  on  a  semi-annual 
basis  synchronized  with  the 
programming  and  budgetcycles  and 
compared  actual  costs  and  savings  to 
prioryear  estimates. The  magnitudeof 
actual  costs  and  savings  are  collected 
in  a  relational  data  base  thatwas 
developed  to  compare  actual  costs  and 
savings  to  prior  year  estimates.  The 
data  base  has  data  on  BRAC 
Recommendation  176-Depot  Level 
Reparable  Managementand  BRAC 
Recommendation  177-Supply,  Storage, 
and  Distribution  Reconfiguration.  For 
example,  in  the  February2009  business 
plans forBRAC  Recommendation  176 
and  BRAC  Recommendation  177, the 
Defense  Logistics  Agency  compared 
costs  and  savings  to  priorestimates  for 
each  funding  category  and  when  there 
was  a  variance  in  a  funding  category,  it 
included  an  explanation  for  the  change 
in  costand  savings. 
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GAO  recommendation 

Original  DOD  response 

DOD  actions 

Ensure  that  necessaryfunding  to  meet 
implementation  milestones  is  reflected  in  all 
service  and  Defense  Logistics  Agencybudget 
submissionsforthe  remainderofthe 
implementation  period  ending  in  fiscal  year 
2011. 

Concur. 

Complete.  According  to  DOD,  the 

BRAC  decision  memorandums  provide 
the  resources  to  fully  fund 
implementation  during  the  6-year  BRAC 
implementation  statutoryperiod. 

Annually  the  DOD  BRAC  office  goes 
through  an  extensive  analysis  to 
compare  each  business  plan 
requirementto  program  funding 
(Program  Review).  If  funding  shortfalls 
are  identified,  the  components  are 
directed  via  a  Program  Decision 
Memorandum  to  fully  fund 
requirements.  The  office  of  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  (Acquisition, 
Technologyand  Logistics)  issued  a 

June  22, 2007  memorandum  directing 
DOD  Components  to  fully  fund  BRAC 
implementation  during  the  6-year 
statutoryperiod. 

GAO-08-1 59 — Military  Base  Realignmentsand  Closures:  Cost  Estim  ates  Have  Increased  and  Are  Likely  to  Continue  to  Evolve  (Dec. 
11,2007). 

Explain,  in  DOD’s  BRAC  budgetsubmission 
to  Congress,  the  difference  between  annual 
recurring  savings  attributable  to  m  ilitary 
personnel  entitlements  and  annual  recurring 
savings  thatwill  readily  result  in  funds 
available  for  other  defense  priorities. 

Concur.  DOD  noted  that  military  personnel 
reductions  attributable  to  a  BRAC 
recommendation  as  savings  areas  real  as 
savings  generated  through  end  strength 
reductions .  DOD  also  stated  that  while  it 
may  not  reduce  overall  end  strength,  its 
reductions  in  militarypersonnelforeach 
recommendation  ata  specific  location  are 
real  and  these  personnel  reductions  allow 
the  departmentto  reapply  these  military 
personnel  to  support  new  capabilities  and 
improve  operational  efficiencies. 

Complete.  The  fiscal  year  2009  DOD 
budgetestimates  for  BRAC  2005 
included  language  thatstated,  “To  the 
extent  that  savings  generated  from 
military  personnel  reductions  at  closing 
or  realigning  installations  are 
immediatelyused  to  fund  military 
personnel  priorities,  these  resources  are 
not  available  to  fund  other  Defense 
priorities  .’’Such  language  was  not 
included  in  the  prioryear  (fiscal  year 
2008)budgetsubmittal  to  Congress. 

The  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
stated  that  the  insertion  ofthis  language 
would  provide  a  better  explanation  to 
Congress  of  its  estimated  annual 
recurring  savings  resulting  from  BRAC. 
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GAO-07- 1 040 — Military  Base  Realignments  and  Closures:  Plan  Needed  to  Monitor  Challenges  for  Completing  More  Than  1 00  Armed 
Forces  Reserve  Centers  (Sept.  1 3,  2007). 

Develop  a  plan  for  routinelybringing  together 
the  various  stakeholders  as  a  group,  to 
include  the  state  Army  National  Guard  when 
appropriate,  to  monitorforand  develop  steps 
to  mitigate  implementation  challenges  should 
they  occur.  These  steps  should  include  ways 
to  monitorand  mitigate  the  effects  of  potential 
challenges  on  BRAC  completion  timeframes, 
project  cost  and  scope,  construction  quality, 
and  capacity  of  the  facility  to  meet  changing 
mission  requirements. 

Partial  concur.  DOD  believes  that  GAO 
overlooked  the  various  groups, forums,  or 
plans  thatthe  Army  has  in  place  to  assist 
with  BRAC  execution  and  management. 

DOD  stated  that  the  Army  already  has  a 
plan  in  place  to  bring  the  various 
stakeholders  together,  however  Army  BRAC 
headquarters  officials  acknowledged  that 
they  could  be  more  proactive  in  outreaching 
and  communicating  with  the  stakeholders  on 
howto  deal  with  and  mitigate  particular 
challenges  associated  with  constructing  1 25 
AFRCs.  DOD  also  stated  thatthe  Army 

BRAC  office  will  begin  quarterlyBRAC 
program  reviews  with  the  Assistant 

Secretary  of  the  Army  for  Installations  and 
Environment,  which  will  further  provide  a 
forum  for  discussing  and  vetting  issues 
affecting  the  BRAC  program. 

Complete.  The  Army  BRAC  Office  has 
taken  several  steps  to  implementthe 
recommendation.  In  March  2009,  the 
Army  BRAC  Office  provided  a  BRAC 
2005  program  update  to  the  Army  Vice 
Chiefof  Staff,  with  representation  from 
the  Army  National  Guard  and  Reserves. 
In  addition,  the  Army  BRAC  Division 
Reserve  Component  Branch,  the  Army 
Reserve  Division,  and  the  full  time  Army 
National  Guard  and  Army  Reserve 
liaisons  assigned  to  the  Army  BRAC 
Office  collaborated  at  BRAC  summits  in 
October  2009  and  April  2010  where 
issues  affecting  USArmy  Reserve 

Com  mand  were  discussed  with  Army 
National  Guard  and  Army  Reserve 
Command  presenting  theirconcerns. 

GAO-07-1007 — Defense  Infrastructure:  Challenges  Increase  Risks  for  Providing  Timely  Infrastructure  Support  for  Army  Installations 
Expecting  Substantial  Personnel  Growth  (Sept.  1 3,  2007). 

Determine  whythere  are  data  differences 
between  headquarters  and  gaining  bases 
with  respectto  the  numberofarriving  and 
departing  personnel. 

Partial  concur.  DOD  stated  that  the  Army 
had  determined  the  cause  of  the  differences 
and  taken  corrective  action  by  establishing 
the  Army  Stationing  Installation  Plan  (ASIP) 
as  the  single,  unified  source  of  installation 
planning  population  data  to  be  used  Army¬ 
wide. 

Complete.  In  January2007  the  Army 
designated  the  ASIP  as  the  single, 
unified  source  of  installation  planning 
population  data  to  be  used  Army-wide. 

In  May  2008,  the  Army  issued  guidance 
that  helped  reduce  the  differences 
between  the  populations  reported  by 
Headquarters  and  the  installations  by 
ensuring  thatASIP  population  data  be 
used  for  reporting  external  to  the  Army 
and  allowing  pre-decisional  unitmoves 
to  be  used  for  internal  planning.  Lastly, 
in  a  memorandum ofagreementsigned 
in  May  2009,  the  Army  established  an 
ASIP  quarterly  edit  cycle  to  resolve 
discrepancies  between  Army  official 
force  structure  data  and  “on  the  ground” 
situation. 
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Ensure  that  Army  headquarters  and  base 
officials  are  collaborating  to  agree  on  Army 
personnel  movementplans  so  thatbase 
commanders  and  surrounding  communities 
can  effectively  plan  for  expected  growth.  This 
collaboration  to  reach  agreementshould 
continue  as  expected  personnel  movement 
actions  are  revised  over  time. 


Partial  concur.  DOD  stated  that  the  Army 
had  already  taken  corrective  action.  The 
Army  stated  that  in  May  2007  it  issued 
guidance  thatallowed  installations  to  plan 
for  anticipated  unit  moves  that  may  not  be 
reflected  in  the  ASIP  and  to  discuss  these 
plans  with  local  communities  as  long  as  they 
are  appropriatelyidentified  as  pre-decisional 
and  subject  to  change.  Army  officials  also 
stated  that,  in  June  2007,  they  would  ensure 
that  installations  forward  all  population  and 
stationing  issues  to  the  Departmentof  the 
Army  headquarters  forresolution. 


Complete.  In  May  2007,  the  Army 
issued  guidance  thatallowed 
installations  to  plan  for  anticipated 
moves  that  may  not  be  reflected  in  the 
ASIP  and  to  discuss  these  plans  with 
local  communities  as  long  as  theyare 
appropriatelyidentified  as  pre- 
decisional  and  subject  to  change.  In 
addition,  in  May  2009  the  Army  issued  a 
memorandum  of  agreement  between 
the  office  of  the  AssistantChiefof  Staff 
for  Installation  Managementand  the 
Office  ofthe  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  G- 
3/5/7  to  close  information  gaps  and 
improve  timely  reconciliation  of 
disparate  data  among  installation 
planners, force  planners, and 
headquarters.  The  memorandum 
established  an  ASIP  quarterly  edit  cycle 
to  resolve  discrepancies  between  Army 
official  force  structure  data  and  the  “on 
the  ground”situation. 


GAO-07-641  — Military  Base  Closures:  Management  Strategy  Needed  to  Mitigate  Challenges  and  Improve  Communication  to  Help 
Ensure  Timely  Implementation  of  Air  National  Guard  Recommendations(  May  16,  2007). 


Develop  a  mitigation  strategyto  be  shared 
with  key  stakeholders  thatanticipates, 
identifies,  and  addresses  related 
implementation  challenges.  At  a  minimum, 
this  strategyshould  include  timeframes  for 
actions  and  responsibilities  foreach 
challenge,  and  facilitate  the  ability  of  A  r 
National  Guard  headquarters  officials  to  act  to 
mitigate  potential  delays  in  interim 
milestones. 


Partial  concur.  DOD  suggested  a 
modification  to  the  recommendation  to  clarif 
that  the  director,  Air  National  Guard,  is 
normallytasked  bythe  Chief,  National 
Guard  Bureau.  DOD  also  stated  that 
mitigation  plans  cannotbe  released  until 
they  have  been  thoroughly  vetted  with  all  of 
the  key  stakeholders. 


Complete.  The  National  Guard  Bureau 
implemented  a  Strategic 
Communication  Plan  thatprovides 
affected  units  with  the  information  they 
need  to  successfullycomplete  BRAC 
actions  and  develop  opportunities  for 
follow-on  missions  at  BRAC-affected 
locations.  The  Air  National  Guard 
Strategic  Planning  process,  which  is 
based  on  state  involvementat  all  levels 
ofthe  planning  process,  is  the 
cornerstone  and  allows  states  to 
provide  inputto  the  Air  National  Guard 
Strategic  Plan  and  ensures  thatstates 
have  the  necessaryinformation  to 
implementthose  plans. The  National 
Guard  Bureau  StrategicCommunicafon 
Plan  also  incorporates  Air  Force 
communications. 
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DOD  actions 

Expand  the  Strategic  Communication  Plan  to 
include  how  the  Air  National  Guard 
headquarters  will  provide  the  affected  Ar 
National  Guard  units  with  the  information 
needed  to  implementthe  BRAC-related 
actions. 


Partial  concur.  DOD  stated  it  is  incumbent 
upon  the  Ar  National  Guard  and  all  effected 
units  to  maximize  established  chainsof 
leadership  and  communication  to  effectively 
manage  and  execute  BRAC  actions.  The 
Director,  Ar  National  Guard,  acknowledges 
thatthere  are  challenges  in  communicating 
with  the  units  and  thatsome  unit 
commanders  maynot  have  the  information 
that  they  feel  they  need  to  implementthe 
BRAC  recommendation  and  theirnew 
missions. 


Complete.  The  National  Guard  Bureau, 
an  overs  ightorganization  over  Ar 
National  Guard,  is  providing  key 
stakeholders  with  access  to  detailed 
BRAC  implementation  action  timelines 
and  programming  plans,  including 
BRAC  contacts  at  each  Ar  National 
Guard-affected  base.  Further,  the  Ar 
National  Guard  Strategic 
Communication  Playbook,  which  was 
updated  in  2009,  now  focuses 
leadership  attention  to  various  strategic 
priorities  including  the  implementation  of 
Ar  National  Guard  BRAC 
recommendations.  In  addition,  the  Ar 
National  Guard  Strategic  Planning 
Process  includes  both  Ar  Force  level 
and  National  Guard  Bureau  level 
com m  unication  with  various  state-level 
Adjutants  Generals  about  BRAC 
implementation.  As  such,  the  Ar  Force 
Chief  of  Staff  and  Ar  National  Guard 
Director  have  hosted  a  meeting  for  all 
state-level  Adjutants  Generals  to 
discuss  BRAC  actions.  As  a  resultof 
implementing  our  recommendation,  Ar 
National  Guard  headquarters’  abilityto 
identify  strategies  and  determine 
resources  needed  to  effectively  meet 
BRAC  goals  has  improved. 


Reportin  the  Ar  Force  annual  BRAC  budget 
submission  the  costs  and  source  offunding 
required  to  establish  replacementmissions 
for  the  Ar  National  Guard  units  that  will  lose 
theirflying  missionsas  a  resultofBRAC 
2005. 


Non-concur.  DOD  does  not  believe  these  None  planned. 

costs  are  BRAC-related,  because 

establishment  of  replacementmissions  was 

not  part  of  the  recommendations.  DOD 

stated  that  BRAC  funds  cannotbe  used  to 

establish  these  missionsand  thatthe  costs 

in  question  have  been  appropriately 

programmed  and  budgeted  in  the  Ar  Force’s 

regular  military  construction  account. 
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GAO-07-304 — Military  Base  Closures:  Projected  Savings  from  Fleet  Readiness  Centers  Are  Likely  Overstated  and  Actions  Needed  to 
Track  Actual  Savingsand  Overcome  Certain  Challenges( June  29, 2007). 


Update  the  business  plan  forthe  fleet 
readiness  centers  (1  )to  reflect  only  savings 
thatare  directly  related  to  implementing  the 
recommendation,  and  (2)  update  projected 
onetime  savings  when  data  are  available. 


Concur.  DOD  stated  it  considers  military 
personnel  reductions  attributable  to  BRAC 
recommendations  as  savings  thatare  justas 
real  as  savings  generated  through  end- 
strength  reductions.  While  the  department 
may  not  reduce  overall  end-strength,  it 
believes  thatthe  reductions  in  military 
personnel foreach  recommendation  ata 
specific  location  are  real. 


Complete.  The  Commander,  Fleet 
Readiness  Centers,  updated  the 
business  plan  in  August2009  to  reflect 
savings  directlyrelated  to  the  BRAC 
action  to  establish  fleet  readiness 
centers. The  Navy  updated  projected 
savings  directlyrelated  to  implementing 
the  recommendation,  showing  that 
overall  savings  projections  of  $1.1 51 
billion  from  the  August  2007  version  of 
the  business  plan  should  notchange, 
since  changes  to  projected  savings 
targets  in  some  ofthe  six  Fleet 
Readiness  Center  locations  that 
exceeded  savings  targets  in  some  yeans 
were  offset  by  the  inabilityto  meet 
savings  targets  atother  locations  orin 
other  years.  The  Navy  updated 
projected  one-time  savings  when  data 
became  available  by  changing  some 
savings  projected  in  the  2009  version  of 
the  business  plan  (from  our 
recommendation  to  re-categorize 
approximately$25  million  peryearfrom 
recurring  savings)  to  one-time  savings. 
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GAO  recommendation 

Original  DOD  response 

DOD  actions 

Monitor  implementation  ofthe 
recommendation  to  determine  the  extent  to 
which  savings  alreadytaken  from  the  Navy 
budgetare  actuallyachieved. 

Concur. 

Complete.  The  Navy  has  demonstrated 
sustained  leadership  devoted  to 
implementing  the  BRAC 
recommendation forestablishing  Fleet 

Readiness  Centers,  as  evidenced  by 
successive  leaders  who  have 
developed  implementation  plans  and 
completed  each  phase  of 
implementation  overtime.  In  addition, 
the  Navy’s  implementation  guidance  for 
Fleet  ReadinessCentersspecifies  that 
key  measures  include,  in  part,  achieving 
savings  targets. As  a  result,  the  Navy’s 
monthly  report  to  the  Fleet  Readiness 
CenterCommanders  includesan 
analysis  ofthe  variance  between 
savings  projected  and  those  actually 
achieved  at  the  six  Fleet  Readiness 
Centers. These  reports  provide 
objective,  outcome-oriented  metrics  for 
improving  readiness  and  detailing  six 
separate  savings  categories. 
Commanding  Officers  or  Office  rs-in- 
Charge  of  specific  centers  are 
evaluated  for  their  results  and  held 
accountable  forachieving  savings 
targets.  Managementtools  developed 
by  the  implementation  team  forFleet 
Readiness  Centers  have  supported  the 
identification  of  additional  opportunities 
to  realize  savings.  Continuing  efforts  to 
monitor  implementation  and  develop 
mechanisms  to  improve  performance 
and  accountabilityhave  allowed  the 
Navy  to  determine  the  extent  to  which 
savings  alreadytaken  from  the  Navy 
budgetfor  aircraft  maintenance  are 
actuallyachieved. 
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Appendix  I:  List  of  Prior  GAO  Reviews  Related 
to  BRAC  2005,  Related  Recommendations,  and 
DOD  Actions  to  Date 


GAO  recommendation 


Original  DOD  response 


DOD  actions 


GAO-07-166 — Military  Base  Closures:  Opportunities  Exist  to  Improve  Environmental  Cleanup  Cost  Reporting  and  to  Expedite 
Transfer  of  Unneeded  Property  (Jan.  30, 2007). 


Reportall  costs  (Defense  Environmental 
Restoration  Program  and  non-  Defense 
Environmental  Restoration  Program) — past 
and  future — required  to  complete 
environmental  cleanup  at  each  BRAC 
installation  and  to fullyexplain  the  scopeand 
limitations  ofall  the  environmental  cleanup 
costs  DOD  reports  to  Congress.  We  suggest 
including  this  information  in  the  annual  BRAC 
budget justifi cation  documentation,  since  it 
would  accompanyinformation  Congress 
considers  when  making  resource  allocation 
decisions. 


Concur.  DOD  concurred  with  our  basic 
recommendation;  however  DOD’s 
comments  reflectonlya  partial  concurrence, 
because  DOD  did  not  agree  with  our 
suggestion  to  include  this  information  in  the 
annual  BRAC  budgetjustification 
documentation.  DOD  stated  its  beliefthat 
this  would  be  counterproductive  and  that 
Congress  has  prescribed  the  types  of 
environmental  information  itwants 
presented  in  the  budgetdocumentation, 
which  DOD  complies  with. 


Complete.  DOD  stated  that  in  October 
2008, the  AssistantDeputy  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  forthe 
Environment,  Safety,  and  Occupational 
Health  determined  thatthe  Annual 
Reportto  Congress  is  the  appropriate 
and  bestformatto  provide  Congress 
with  cleanup  information  on  the  DOD 
BRAC  environmental  programs.  The 
annual  reportdata  is  updated  annually, 
via  the  electronic  reporting  system  from 
the  DOD  components  to  the  Deputy 
Undersecretary  of  Defensefor 
Installations  and  Environment.  The 
2007 annual  reportprovided  BRAC  site 
costdata  through  FY2007  and  the 
estimated  costto  complete  for  FY2008. 
The  annual  reportis  a  comprehensive 
documentdesigned  to  answerthe  many 
stakeholder  questions  that  have 
developed  over  the  many  years  of 
executing  BRAC  cleanup. The  costand 
budgetdata  that  appears  in  the  annual 
report  are  also  in  the  annual  budget 
justification  submitted  to  Congress  in 
supportofthe  President’s  Budget 
Request. 


Require  that  the  militaryservices  periodically 
reportto  OSD  on  the  status  and  proposed 
strategy  for  transferring  unneeded  BRAC 
properties  and  include  an  assessmentofthe 
usefulness  ofall  tools  attheir  disposal.  We 
suggestplacing  this  information  in  an  easily 
shared  location,  such  as  a  website,  so  that 
each  service,  and  even  the  local  communities 
and  private  sector,  can  share  and  benefit 
from  lessons  learned. 


25,  201 1 ,  in  closing  outour 
recommendation, stated  thatthe  Deputy 
Undersecretary  of  Defense 
(Installations  and  Environment) 
continuallyreviews  the  need  for  new 
authorities  and  changes  to  existing 
authorities. 


Concur.  DOD  concurred  with  our 
recommendation  to  require  the  military 
services  to  periodicallyreportto  the  Office  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  the  status  and 
proposed  strategyfor  transferring  BRAC 
properties  and  to  include  an  assessment  of 
the  usefulness  ofall  tools  attheir  disposal. 
Although  DOD  did  notcommentonour 
suggestion  to  accomplish  this  through  a 
shared  website  in  orderto  maximize  the 
sharing  of  lessons  learned,  DOD  officials 
embraced  the  idea  as  something  easilyto  do 
in  comments theymadeduringourexit 
interview  with  the  department. 


Complete.  According  to  DOD,  military 
departments  are  required  to  reporton 
the  status  ofall  excess  real  property 
and  to  include  the  available  acreages 
and  the  authority  underwhich  the  land 
was  transferred,  conveyed,  or  otherwise 
disposed  of.  In  June  201 1,  we 
contacted  the  responsible  OSD  office 
and  were  provided  sufficientevidence 
that  all  four  of  the  militaryservices  are 
now  (within  the  lasttwo  years)  reporting 
the  status  of  excess  real  property  to 
OSD.  In  addition,  the  DOD  Inspector 
General’s  written  response  of  February 
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GAO  recommendation 

Original  DOD  response 

DOD  actions 

GAO-05-785 — Military  Bases:  Analysis  ofDOD’s  2005  Selection  Process  and  Recommendations  for  Base  Closures  and 
Realignments^ July  1 ,  2005). 

Establish  mechanisms  fortracking  and 
periodicallyupdating  savings  estimates  in 
implementing  individual  recommendations, 
with  emphasis  on  both  savings  related  to  the 
more  traditional  realignmentand  closure 
actions  and  those  related  more  to  business 
process  reengineering. 

Concur.  No  written  comments  provided.  In 
providing  oral  comments  on  a  draft  of  this 
report,  the  Deputy  Undersecretary  of 
Defense  for  Installations  and  Environment 
concurred  with  our  recommendation. 

Complete.  The  Joint  Action  Scenario 
Team, a  jointteam  DOD  setup  to 
develop  and  propose  various  joint 
reserve  component  recommended 
actions,  incorporated  oursuggestionsto 
include  specific  information  in  its 
summary  reports  and  supporting 
documentation  in  orderto  withstand 
scrutinyand  provide  a  clear 
understanding  to  outside  parties — 
including  us  and  the  militaryservice 
auditagencies — ofthe  process  leading 
to  the  ultimate  decisions  regarding 
recommended  BRAC  actions. 

GAO-04-760 — Military  Base  Closures:  Assessmentof  DOD’s  2004  Reporton  the  Need  fora  Base  Realignmentand  Closure  Round 
(May  17,  2004). 

Include  in  the  Secretary  of  Defense’s  May 
2005  report  on  recommendationsforbase 
closures  and  realignments  a  full  discussion  of 
relevant  assumptions,  and  allowances  made 
for  potential  future  force  structure 
requirements  and  changes,  including  the 
potential  for  future  surge  requirements. 

Concur. 

Complete.  The  Secretary  of  Defense’s 
May  2005  report  to  the  BRAC 
Commission  addressed  several  ofthese 
factors.  For  example,  the  report 
contained  a  discussion  about  current 
and  future  national  securitythreats  the 
departmentconsidered  during  its 
deliberations.  In  addition,  the  report 
included  a  copy  ofthe  Secretary  of 
Defense’s  January2005  “Policy 
Memoranda  Seven  -  Surge,”  which 
outlined  five  steps  DOD  would  take  to 
meetthe  statutory  requirements  to 
considera  surge  in  the  developmentof 
BRAC  recommendations.  Further, some 
ofthe  military  departments  and  joint 
cross  service  groups  discussed  during 
their  analyses  the  steps  theytook  to 
incorporate  the  possibilityof  future 
surge  requirements. 

Source:  GAO  summary  of  GAO  and  DOD  information  |  GAO-16-45 
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Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina 


Recommendation  #  4  (Army  10) 

One-time  Cost:  S334.8AA 

Annum  Recurring  Cost$/(Saving$):  S23.8M 

20-Year  Net  Present  Value:  S639.2M 

Payback  Period:  Never 


Secretary  of  Defense  Recommendation _ 

Realign  Fort  Bragg,  NC,  by  relocating  the  7th  Special  Forces  Group  (SFG)  to  Rglin  AFB,  FL,  and  by  activating  the  4th 
Brigade  Combat  Team  (BCT),  82d  Airborne  Division  and  relocating  European-based  forces  to  Fort  Bragg,  NC. 

Secretary  of  Defense  Justification _ 

This  recommendation  co4ocates  Army  Special  Operation  Forces  with  Air  Force  Special  Operations  Forces  at  Eglin  AFB, 
activates  rite  4rh  BC1  of  the  82nd  Airborne  Division,  and  relocates  Combat  Service  Support  units  to  Fort  Bragg  from 
Europe  to  support  the  Army  modular  force  transformation.  This  realignment  and  activation  of  forces  enhances  military 
value  and  training  capabilities  by  locating  Special  Operations  Forces  (SOF)  in  locations  that  best  support  Joint  specialized 
training  needs,  and  by  creating  needed  space  for  the  additional  brigade  at  Fort  Bragg.  This  recommendation  is  consistent 
with  and  supports  the  Army’s  Force  Structure  Plan  submitted  with  the  FY  06  budget,  and  provides  the  necessary  capacity 
and  capability,  including  surge,  to  support  the  units  affected  by  this  action. 

This  recommendation  never  pays  back.  However,  the  benefits  of  enhancing  Joint  training  opportunities  coupled  with  the 
positive  impact  of  freeing  up  needed  training  space  and  reducing  cost  of  the  new  BCT  by  approximately  $54-$148M  (with 
family  housing)  at  Fort  Bragg  for  the  Army’s  Modular  Force  transformation,  justify  the  additional  costs  ro  the  Department. 

Community  Concerns _ 

There  were  no  formal  expressions  from  the  community. 

Commission  Findings _ 

The  Commission  found  that  this  recommendation  was  consistent  with  DoD’s  justification.  Specifically,  the  Commission 
views  that  the  relocation  of  the  7th  Special  Forces  Group  to  Eglin  AFB,  FL,  provides  this  unit  an  opportunity  to  achieve 
outstanding  joint  training  through  its  collocation  with  the  Air  Force  Special  Operations  Command.  Also,  die  Commission 
found  tliat  this  relocation  enables  the  activation  of  the  4th  Brigade  Combat  Team,  82D  Airborne  Division  at  Fort  Bragg,  NC, 
and  it  is  consistent  with  the  Anny’s  transformation  efforts  and  the  Force  Structure  Plan. 

Commission  Recommendations _ 

The  Commission  found  die  Secretary’s  recommendation  consistent  with  the  final  selection  criteria  and  force  structure  plan. 
Therefore,  the  Commission  approv  ed  the  recommendation  of  the  Secretary. 
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Joint  Center  for  Consolidated  Transportation  Management  Training 

Recommendation  #  122  (E&T  7) 

One-time  Cost: 

S1.5M 

Annual  Recurring  Costs/(Savings): 

(SUM) 

20-Year  Net  Present  Value: 

(S18.0M) 

Payback  Period: 

1  year 

Secretary  of  Defense  Recommendation _ 

Realign  Lackland  Air  Force  Base,  TX,  by  relocating  the  Transportation  Management  training  to  Fort  I-ce,  VA. 

Secretary  of  Defense  Justification _ 

Eliminates  redundancy.  “Train  as  we  fight:  jointly.”  Consolidates  like  schools  while  preserving  service-unique  culture. 
Although  Lackland  Air  Force  Base,  TX,  lias  a  higher  military  value  than  Fort  Lee,  VA,  it  is  the  military  judgment  of  the 
JCSG  tliat  consolidation  at  the  location  with  the  largest  amount  of  transportation  training  produces  the  greatest  overall 
military  value  to  the  Department  Uses  Inter-service  Training  Review  Organization  (ITRO)  as  the  baseline. 

Community  Concerns _ 

There  were  no  formal  expressions  from  the  community. 

Commission  Findings _ 

The  Commission  found  no  reason  to  disagree  with  the  Secretary’s  recommendation  and  justification.  The  Commission 
believes  that  locating  all  transportation  management  training  at  one  location  w ill  provide  significant  joint  benefits,  enhance 
intra-service  procedures,  and  reduce  training  duplication.  The  Commission  also  believes  that  course  curriculums  can  be 
developed  to  provide  service-unique  training  where  necessary.  In  sum,  the  proposal  was  found  to  increase  military  value 
without  posing  undue  risks  of  mission  disruption. 

Commission  Recommendations _ 

Tlie  Commission  finds  the  Secretary’s  recommendation  consistent  with  the  final  selection  criteria  and  the  Force  Structure 
Plan.  Therefore,  the  Commission  approves  the  recommendation  of  the  Secretary. 
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Joint  Center  of  Excellence  for  Culinary  Training 


Recoaaaaendation  #  123  (EXT  8) 

One-time  Cost:  S5.4AA 

Annual  Recurring  Costs/(Savings):  (SI  .OM) 

20-Year  Net  Present  Value  (S15.7M) 

Payback  Period:  2  Years 


Secretary  of  Defense  Recommendation _ 

Realign  Lackland  Air  Force  Base,  TX,  by  relocating  Culinary  Training  to  Fort  Lee,  VA,  establishing  it  as  a  Joint  Center  of 
Excellence  for  Culinary  Training. 

Secretary  of  Defense  Justification _ 

Consolidates  Culinary  Training  at  the  installation  with  the  largest  Service  requirement.  Eliminates  redundancy  and  costs. 
Pro\idcs  the  Services  with  culinary  training  under  Inter-service  Training  Review  Organization.  It  is  the  military  judgment  of 
the  JCSG  that  consolidation  at  die  location  with  the  largest  amount  of  culinary  training  produces  the  greatest  overall  military- 
value  to  the  Department  through  increased  training  efficiency  at  a  lower  cost. 

Community  Concerns _ 

Ilvere  were  no  formal  expressions  from  rhe  community. 

Commission  Findings _ 

Tire  Commission’s  review  and  analysis  confirmed  the  Secretary’s  recommendation  and  justification.  The  Commission’s 
approval  of  this  recommendation  endorses  rhe  concept  of  centers  of  excellence  as  a  means  of  enhancing  jointness  and 
promoting  transformation. 

The  Commission  found,  however,  that  the  ultimate  cost  of  this  recommendation  is  still  unclear. 

The  Commission  also  found  that  after  many  years  of  previous  consolidation  with  die  Air  Force,  the  Navy  had  begun  making 
plans,  prior  to  BRAC,  to  move  its  culinary  training  program  from  lackland  Air  Force  Base  to  Great  I-akes  Naval  Base.  The 
Navy  cited  differences  in  service-unique  and  cultural  issues  as  die  reason  for  deconsolidating  culinary  training.  While  the 
Commission’s  approval  of  DoD’s  recommendation  will  move  die  Navy’s  program  to  Fort  Lee,  the  Commission  cautions 
DoD  to  carefully  implement  rhe  program  ro  accommodate  service-specific  needs. 

Commission  Recommendations _ 

Hie  Commission  finds  the  Secretary’s  recommendation  consistent  with  the  final  selection  criteria  and  the  Force  Structure 
Plan.  Therefore,  the  Commission  approves  the  recommendation  of  the  Secretary. 
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Joint  Center  of  Excellence  for  Religious  Training  &  Education 


Recommendation  #124  (E&T  9) 

One-time  Cost:  S1.0AA 

Annual  Recurring  CostV(Savings):  (S0.9M) 

20-Year  Net  Present  Value:  (S11.9M) 

Payback  Period:  1  Year 


Secretary  of  Defense  Recommendation _ 

Realign  Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  AL;  Naval  Air  Station  Meridian,  MS;  and  Naval  Station  Newport,  RI;  by  relocating  religions 
training  and  education  to  Fort  Jackson,  SC,  establishing  a  Joint  Center  of  Excellence  for  religious  training  and  education. 

Secretary  of  Defense  Justification _ 

Consolidation  at  Fort  Jackson,  SC,  creates  a  synergistic  benefit  by  having  each  Service’s  officer  and  enlisted  programs 
conducted  in  close  proximity  to  operational  forces.  Realized  savings  result  from  consolidation  and  alignment  of  similar 
officer  and  enlisted  educational  activities  and  the  merging  of  common  support  functions.  This  recommendation  supports 
the  following  DoD  transformational  options:  (1)  establish  center  of  excellence  for  joint  education  and  training  by  combining 
like  schools  and  (2)  establish  joint  officer  and  enlisted  specialized  skills  training. 

Community  Concerns _ 

I  here  were  no  formal  expressions  from  the  community. 

Commission  Findings _ 

The  Commission  found  no  reason  to  disagree  with  the  Secretary’s  recommendation  and  justification.  Tire  Commission 
believes  a  Joint  Center  for  Religious  Education  and  Training  at  Fort  Jackson  will  provide  significant  jointness  benefits  to  the 
Chaplain  Corps,  ami  Iretter  prejrare  chaplains  to  comfortably  minister  to  members  erf  all  service  brandies.  Ilie  Commission 
also  believes  that  during  DoD  implementation,  course  curricula  can  be  developed  to  achieve  both  goals  of  consolidating 
training  where  appropriate,  and  pror  iding  service-unique  training  where  necessary  . 

Commission  Recommendations _ 

Hie  Commission  finds  the  Secretary's  recommendation  consistent  with  the  final  selection  criteria  and  the  Force  Structure 
Plan.  Therefore,  the  Commission  approves  the  recommendation  of  the  Secretary. 
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Joint  Strike  Fighter  Initial  Joint  Training  Site 


Recommendation#  125  (E&T  1 0) 

One-time  Cost:  S199.1M 

Annual  Recurring  Co$t$/(Savings):  S3.3M 

20-Year  Net  Present  Value:  S226.3M 

Payback  period:  Never 


Secretary  oe  Defense  Recommendation _ 

Realign  Luke  Air  Force  Base,  AZ,  by  relocating  to  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  FL,  a  sufficient  number  of  instructor  pilots  and 
operations  support  personnel  to  stand  up  the  Air  Force’s  portion  of  the  Joint  Strike  Fighter  (JSF)  Initial  Joint  Training  Site, 
hereby  established  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  FL  Realign  Marine  Corps  Air  Station  Miramar,  CA,  by  relocating  to  Eglin  Air 
Force  Base,  FL  a  sufficient  number  of  instructor  pilots  and  operations  support  personnel  to  stand  up  the  Marine  Corps’ 
portion  of  the  JSF  Initial  Joint  Training  Site,  hereby  established  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  FL.  Realign  Naval  Air  Station 
Oceana,  VA,  by  relocating  to  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  FL  a  sufficient  number  of  instructor  pilots,  operations,  and  maintenance 
support  personnel  to  stand  up  the  Navy’s  portion  of  the  JSF  Initial  Joint  Training  Site,  hereby  established  at  Eglin  Air  Force 
Base,  FL.  Realign  Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  IX,  by  relocating  to  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  FL  a  sufficient  number  of  frontline 
and  instructor-qualified  maintenance  technicians  and  logistics  support  personnel  to  stand  up  die  Air  Force’s  portion  of  the 
JSF  Initial  Joint  Training  Site,  hereby  established  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  FL.  Realign  Naval  Air  Station  Pensacola,  FL  by 
relocating  to  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  FL  a  sufficient  number  of  frontline  and  instructor-qualified  maintenance  technicians  and 
logistics  support  personnel  to  stand  up  the  Department  of  the  Navy’s  portion  of  Hie  JSF  Initial  Joint  Training  Sire  hereby 
established  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  FL 

Secretary  oe  Defense  Justification _ 

This  recommendation  establishes  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  FL  as  an  Initial  Joint  Training  Site  tliat  teaches  entry-level  aviators 
and  maintenance  technicians  how  to  safely  operate  and  maintain  the  new  Joint  Strike  Fighter  (JSF)  (F-35)  aircraft.  The 
Department  is  scheduled  to  take  delivery  of  the  F-35  beginning  in  2008.  This  joint  basing  arrangement  Mill  allow  the 
Interservice  Training  Reiiew  Organization  process  to  establish  a  DoD  baseline  program  in  a  consolidated/joint  school  with 
curricula  tliat  permit  senices  latitude  to  presen  e  senice-unique  culture  and  a  faculty  and  staff  that  brings  a  “Train  as  we 
fight:  jointly”  national  perspective  to  the  learning  process. 

Community  Concerns _ 

The  Sheppard  AFB,  TX,  community  endorsed  the  concept  of  establishing  a  single  test  site  for  the  JSF  program  and  did  not 
voice  concerns  over  its  being  located  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base.  The  community  did  request,  however,  tliat  Sheppard  Air  Force 
Base  lie  considered  as  a  candidate  installation  for  JSF  maintenance  training  after  the  initial  JSF  proof-of-eoncept  is 
completed. 

The  Pensacola,  FL  community  acknowledged  that  locating  the  planned  JSF  test  center  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  Mas  good  for 
the  Florida  Gulf  region,  M-hich  includes  the  Pensacola  area. 

Commission  Findings _ 

The  Commission  found  no  reason  to  disagree  Midi  the  Secretary’s  recommendation  and  justification.  The  Commission 
understands  tliat  establishing  an  initial  training  site  for  the  Joint  Strike  Fighter  at  Eglin  Air  Force  Base  M  ill  support  the 
learning  process  for  this  neM-generation  aircraft.  Careful  implementation  should  enable  DoD  to  harness  the  best  aspects  of 
each  service  branch  M’liile  still  meeting  senice-unique  requirements. 

Commission  Recommendations _ 

The  Commission  finds  die  Secretary’s  recommendation  consistent  Midi  the  final  selection  criteria  and  the  Force  Structure 
Plan.  Therefore,  the  Commission  approves  the  recommendation  of  the  Secretary-. 
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Undergraduate  Pilot  and  Navigator  Training 

Recommendation  #128  (EXT  14) 

One-time  Cost: 

S71.7M 

Annual  Recurring  Cost$/(Saving$): 

(S18.3M) 

20-Year  Net  Present  Value: 

(S174.2M) 

Payback  Period: 

4  Years 

Secretary  of  Defense  Recommendation _ 

Realign  Moody  Air  Force  Base,  GA,  as  follows:  Relocate  the  Primary  Pliase  of  Fixed-wing  Pilot  Training  to  Columbus  Air 
Force  Base,  MS;  Langhlin  Air  Force  Base,  TX;  and  Vance  Air  Force  Base,  OK.  Relocate  Introduction  to  Fighter 
Fundamentals  Training  for  Pilots  to  Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  MS;  Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  TX;  Randolph  Air  Force  Base, 
TX;  Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  IX;  and  Vance  Air  Force  Base,  OK.  Relocate  Introduction  to  Fighter  Fundamentals  1  raining 
for  Weapons  Systems  Officers  to  Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  MS;  Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  TX;  Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  TX; 
and  Vance  Air  Force  Base,  OK.  Relocate  Introduction  to  Fighter  Fundamentals  Training  for  Instructor  Pilots  to  Randolph 
Air  Force  Base,  IX. 

Realign  Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  TX,  by  relocating  LTndergraduate  Navigator  Training  to  Naval  Air  Station  Pensacola,  FI- 

Secretary  of  Defense  Justification _ 

This  recommendation  will  realign  and  consolidate  the  Air  Force’s  primary  phase  of  undergraduate  flight  training  functions 
to  reduce  excess/unused  basing  capacity,  eliminate  redundancy,  enhance  jointness  for  Undergraduate  Navigator 
Training/Na\al  Flight  Officer  (NFO)  training,  reduce  excess  capacity,  and  improve  military  \alue. 

The  basing  arrangement  that  flows  from  this  recommendation  will  allow  the  Inter-service  Training  Review  Organization 
process  to  establish  a  DoD  baseline  program  in  Undergraduate  Navigator  Training/NFO  with  curricula  tliat  permit  sen-ices 
latitude  to  presen  e  sen-ice-unique  culture  and  a  faculty-  and  staff  tliat  brings  a  “Train  as  we  fight:  joindy"  national  perspective 
to  the  learning  process. 

Community  Concerns _ 

No  concerns  were  fonnally  expressed  by  elected  officials  or  organized  ch  ic  organizations;  however,  individual  citizens  near 
Mcxxly  Air  Force  Base  expressed  concerns  alxmr  the  loss  of  contractor  jobs. 

Commission  Findings _ 

The  Commission  found  no  reason  to  disagree  with  the  Secretary’s  recommendation  or  justification.  The  Commission 
understands  the  proix>sal  will  realign  training  to  other  installations  where  the  same  mission  already  exists,  maintenance 
facilities  are  established,  and  capacity'  to  absorb  the  mission  is  adequate.  As  a  result,  the  Commission  finds  the 
recommendation  appropriately  enliances  military  value  at  reasonable  cost. 

Commission  Recommendations _ 

The  Commission  finds  die  Secretary’s  recommendation  consistent  with  the  final  selection  criteria  and  the  Force  Structure 
Plan.  Therefore,  the  Commission  approv  es  the  recommendation  of  the  Secretary. 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 

3400  DEFENSE  PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON,  DC  20301-3400 

FES  1  2016 

Mr.  Brian  Lepore 

Director,  Defense  Capabilities  and  Management 
U.S.  Government  Accountability  Office 
441  G  Street.  N.W. 

Washington,  DC  20548 

Dear  Mr.  Lepore: 

This  is  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  response  to  the  Government  Accountability  Office 
(GAO)  Draft  Report,  GAO- 16-45  "MILITARY  BASE  REALIGNMENTS  AND  CLOSURES 
(BRAC):  More  Guidance  and  Information  Needed  to  Take  Advantage  of  Opportunities  to  Consolidate 
Training”  dated  December  4,  20 1 5  (GAO  Code  35 1 984). 

We  appreciate  GAO’s  review  of  BRAC  recommendations  involving  joint  training.  While 
portions  of  the  report  are  informative  and  some  aspects  of  the  recommendations  are  sound,  we  believe 
the  report  misunderstands  DoD's  approach  to  joint  and  common  training  and  does  not  completely 
recognize  the  unique  circumstances  of  BRAC  recommendation  development  and  implementation.  In 
particular,  the  report  does  not  consider  the  role  of  existing  organizations  like  the  Interservice  Training 
Review  Organization  which  is  empowered  to  provide  policy  guidance  to  increase  effectiveness  of 
interservice  training.  In  addition,  the  report  undervalues  the  importance  of  providing  the  DoD 
Components  flexibility  to  determine  BRAC  costs  and  has  a  misplaced  emphasis  on  estimating  savings 
for  transformational  recommendations.  The  six  recommendations  that  were  transformational  focused 
on  increasing  military  value  not  savings.  Of  these,  two  (7lh  Special  Forces  and  Joint  Strike  Fighter) 
were  never  intended  to  save  money  and  the  other  four  yielded  low  annual  savings.  The  enclosed 
comments  on  the  recommendations  detail  these  concerns. 

We  look  forward  to  continuing  to  work  with  the  GAO  on  these  important  issues  related  to 

BRAC. 


Principal  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  ofFJefense  for  Basing 

Defense  for  Readiness  Performing  the  Duties  of  the  Assistant 

Performing  the  Duties  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 

Secretary  of  Defense  (Energy,  Installations  and  Environment) 

(Readiness) 


Enclosure: 
As  stated 
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GAO  DRAFT  REPORT  DATED  DECEMBER  4,  2015 
GAO-16-45  (GAO  CODE  351984) 

“MILITARY  BASE  REALIGNMENTS  AND  CLOSURES:  MORE  GUIDANCE 
AND  INFORMATION  NEEDED  TO  TAKE  ADVANTAGE  OF  OPPORTUNITIES 
TO  CONSOLIDATE  TRAINING” 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  COMMENTS 
TO  THE  GAO  RECOMMENDATION 


RECOMMENDATION  1 :  The  GAO  recommends  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  direct 
the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Personnel  and  Readiness  and  the  Secretaries  of  the 
Military  Departments  to  provide  guidance  to  the  program  managers  on  consolidating 
training,  if  DOD  decides  that  the  opportunity  to  increase  jointness  is  still  appropriate 

DoD  RESPONSE:  Non-concur.  There  appears  to  be  a  misunderstanding  of  the 
definition  of  joint  and  common  training.  DoD  Directive  1322.18,  Military  Training, 
defines  joint  training  as  “...using  joint  doctrine  or  tactics,  techniques,  and  procedures  to 
prepare  joint  forces  or  joint  staffs  to  respond  to  strategic,  operational,  or  tactical 
requirements  that  the  Combatant  Commanders  consider  necessary...”  Common  training 
is  defined  as  “Training  that  is  not  unique  to  a  particular  DoD  Component;  training  that 
has  no  special  distinction  or  quality  to  an  individual  DoD  Component...”  Two  or  more 
Military  Services  (including  Coast  Guard)  training  together  on  individual  skills  to  meet 
individual  Service  requirements  is  not  joint  training. 

The  Department  and  Services  are  constantly  seeking  ways  to  improve  training 
opportunities  by  either  consolidating  or  collocating  individual  skills  training.  To  facilitate 
this  process,  the  Services  established  the  Interservice  Training  Review  Organization 
(1TRO).  The  purpose  of  ITRO  is  to  provide  policy  guidance  for  interservice  training  and 
to  review  training  and  related  activities  to  increase  effectiveness  and  efficiency.  ITRO 
reviewed  the  GAO's  report  and  affirmed  that  ITRO  is  the  proper  forum  to  address  the 
issues  identified.  For  example,  ITRO  was  involved  in  the  Chaplain  recommendation 
implementation  process.  Every  year  ITRO  acts  on  dozens  of  requests  from  the  Services 
for  consolidation  or  collocation  of  like  training.  For  example,  in  FY  14,  more  than 
40,000  Service  members  from  other  Services  attended  372  Army  TRADOC  courses. 

RECOMMENDATION  2:  The  GAO  recommends  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  direct 
the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Personnel  and  Readiness  in  consultation  with  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Energy.  Installations,  and  Environment  to  develop  and 
provide  specific  guidance  for  the  Military  Departments  to  use  in  implementing 
recommendations  designed  to  consolidate  training  to  increase  jointness. 

DoD  RESPONSE:  Non-concur.  DoD  Directive  1322.18,  Military  Training,  specifically 
states  that  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Personnel  and  Readiness  (USD(P&R))  is 
responsible  for  oversight  and  policy  for  individual,  functional,  common,  and  collective 
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training  programs.  While  consultation  with  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Energy,  Installations,  and  Environment  (ASD(EI&E))  would  be  required  within  a  future 
BRAC  round  (if  authorized  by  Congress),  USD(P&R)  already  has  the  authority  to 
develop  guidance  that  would  enable  DoD  to  consolidate  training  and  increase  jointness. 

RECOMMENDATION  3:  The  GAO  recommends  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  direct 
the  Military  Departments  to  develop  baseline  cost  data. 

DoD  RESPONSE:  Non-Concur.  The  unique  circumstances  of  the  BRAC  process 
dictate  that  the  Department  use  standardized  data  calls  (to  obtain  certified  data)  to 
develop  recommendations.  In  order  to  treat  all  installations  equally  and  allow  senior 
officials  to  make  decisions  within  that  process,  data  calls  for  BRAC  must  ensure  that  the 
questions  asked  do  not  provide  the  personnel  answering  the  questions  insight  into  the 
various  scenarios  being  considered.  This  is  critical  to  maintaining  the  fairness  and 
objectivity  of  the  analysis  by  preventing  the  supplied  data  from  being  influenced  by 
gaining  and  losing  locations.  As  such,  gathering  detailed  baseline  data  on  candidate 
recommendations  during  the  deliberative  process  could  unnecessarily  disclose 
information  to  lower  echelons  or  installation  advocates  prematurely. 

In  the  latter  stages  of  BRAC,  analytical  teams  supporting  decision  makers  must 
judiciously  balance  the  need  for  detailed  information  to  flesh  out  a  scenario  with  the  need 
to  give  senior  leaders  the  freedom  to  exercise  their  experience  and  military  judgment  in  a 
deliberative  process  without  concern  that  their  discussions  will  be  disclosed  prematurely. 
Moreover,  collecting  baseline  cost  data  for  training  activities  in  advance  of  an  authorized 
BRAC  process  is  not  effective  because  the  Department  will  not  be  able  to  use  previously 
supplied  uncertified  data  and  it  is  not  clear  that  a  future  round  will  involve  joint  training. 
For  these  reasons,  we  believe  it  is  not  practical  or  appropriate  to  obtain  the  level  of 
baseline  cost  data  that  the  GAO  report  suggests. 

RECOMMENDATION  4:  The  GAO  recommends  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  direct 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Energy.  Installations,  and  Environment  to  issue 
guidance  clarifying  what  costs  should  be  included  in  final  BRAC  accounting. 

DoD  RESPONSE:  Partially  concur.  The  key  to  an  effective  implementation  process  is 
to  provide  oversight  without  creating  a  reporting  process  that  could  diminish  the  authority 
of  the  DoD  Components  leadership  and  chain  of  command  to  make  numerous  detailed 
cost  decisions.  The  BRAC  2005  business  plan  process  properly  balanced  oversight  and 
flexibility.  GAO's  report  implies  that  this  flexibility  was  the  cause  of  the  inconsistency 
in  reporting  costs.  Micro-managing  every  cost  decision  would  have  been  unreasonable 
across  such  a  vast  program  that  affected  hundreds  of  installations  and  thousands  of 
people  working  in  the  three  Military  Departments  and  various  Defense  Agencies. 
Ultimately,  whether  or  not  to  fund  various  requirements  from  the  BRAC  account  was  a 
judgment  call  made  by  Military  Headquarters  officials.  They  made  these  decisions  after 
internal  and  external  deliberations  and  coordination  within  and  between  DoD 
Components  during  the  six-year  implementation  period,  business  plan  approval  cycle, 
and  in  parallel  with  numerous  other  initiatives  occurred  (e.g..  Grow  the  Army,  world- 
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class  medical  care  standards  imposed  by  Congress,  significant  fluctuations  in 
construction  costs,  etc.). 

That  said,  if  Congress  authorizes  the  Department  to  conduct  a  BRAC  round,  and  the 
Department  elects  to  institute  an  oversight  process  similar  to  BRAC  2005,  it  would  be 
reasonable  for  the  Department  to  consider  providing  additional  emphasis  on  accounting 
for  BRAC  costs. 
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GAO’s  Mission 

The  Government  Accountability  Office,  the  audit,  evaluation,  and 
investigative  arm  of  Congress,  exists  to  support  Congress  in  meeting  its 
constitutional  responsibilities  and  to  help  improve  the  performance  and 
accountability  of  the  federal  government  for  the  American  people.  GAO 
examines  the  use  of  public  funds;  evaluates  federal  programs  and 
policies;  and  provides  analyses,  recommendations,  and  other  assistance 
to  help  Congress  make  informed  oversight,  policy,  and  funding  decisions. 
GAO’s  commitment  to  good  government  is  reflected  in  its  core  values  of 
accountability,  integrity,  and  reliability. 

Obtaining  Copies  of 
GAO  Reports  and 
Testimony 

The  fastest  and  easiest  way  to  obtain  copies  of  GAO  documents  at  no 
cost  is  through  GAO’s  website  (http://www.gao.gov).  Each  weekday 
afternoon,  GAO  posts  on  its  website  newly  released  reports,  testimony, 
and  correspondence.  To  have  GAO  e-mail  you  a  list  of  newly  posted 
products,  go  to  http://www.gao.gov  and  select  “E-mail  Updates.” 

Order  by  Phone 

The  price  of  each  GAO  publication  reflects  GAO’s  actual  cost  of 
production  and  distribution  and  depends  on  the  number  of  pages  in  the 
publication  and  whether  the  publication  is  printed  in  color  or  black  and 
white.  Pricing  and  ordering  information  is  posted  on  GAO’s  website, 
http://www.gao.gov/ordering.htm. 

Place  orders  by  calling  (202)  512-6000,  toll  free  (866)  801-7077,  or 

TDD  (202)  512-2537. 

Orders  may  be  paid  for  using  American  Express,  Discover  Card, 
MasterCard,  Visa,  check,  or  money  order.  Call  for  additional  information. 

Connect  with  GAO 

Connect  with  GAO  on  Facebook,  Flickr,  Twitter,  and  YouTube. 

Subscribe  to  our  RSS  Feeds  or  E-mail  Updates. 

Listen  to  our  Podcasts  and  read  The  Watchblog. 

Visit  GAO  on  the  web  at  www.gao.gov. 

To  Report  Fraud, 
Waste,  and  Abuse  in 
Federal  Programs 

Contact: 

Website:  http://www.gao.gov/fraudnet/fraudnet.htm 

E-mail:  fraudnet@gao.gov 

Automated  answering  system:  (800)  424-5454  or  (202)  512-7470 

Congressional 

Relations 

Katherine  Siggerud,  Managing  Director,  siggerudk@gao.gov,  (202)512- 
4400,  U.S.  Government  Accountability  Office,  441  G  Street  NW,  Room 
7125,  Washington,  DC  20548 

Public  Affairs 

Chuck  Young,  Managing  Director,  youngd@gao.gov,  (202)512-4800 

U.S.  Government  Accountability  Office,  441  G  Street  NW,  Room  7149 
Washington,  DC  20548 
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